




































しかしながら、本分野の社会科学研究は、ほとんどが地球環境問題そのもの(例えばWor1 dwa tch Inst i tute， 
Sta te of the f七)j"jdW地球白書J])、もしくは政策の内容、代替政策の検討(例えば IPCC，WG 3 Economi 






ペン編の書物 (BringingTransnational Relations Back 1n)に寄稿した研究グノレープρなどを中心として世
界的にみて最も先進的な研究がなされており 代表者(辻中)もそれらの2つのグループに参加してきたD
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各省庁の(1)リソース関連7項目 15変数、 (2)審議会関係9項目 12変数、 (3)私的諮問機関関











職員数 (85・95)予算 (87-97)補助金 (88・97)委託費 (88・97)課長数 (84-98)許認可事























全体データ1653相関関係の内、 815(49.30/0)が10/0水準で有意、 1108(67.0%) カ~5%水準
で有意な0.4以上の高い相関係数を示している。
また80-90年代対比のデータでは、全66相関中、 80年代で29(43.9%)が1%)で有意、 42(6 






























天下り法人数96 178 職員数92 41 
特殊法人87，98 169，147 予算97，87 47，52 
審議会数88タ1 169，169 自治体への出向88 61 








































































































































































































































































職員数 (85) :防衛庁の職員数については、 『防衛年鑑j]1986年版、 491頁、なお、この数
値は「予算定員j のもの。それ以外の省庁の職員数については、 『日本統計年鑑』
平成10年版、 752頁。こちらの数値は、 「予算定員jではなく、実際の職員数。
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手Ij編『ポリテイカル・サイエンス事始め』有斐閥、 1996年、 116-117頁。この数 値
は、現業を含んだ値である D
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職員数 (97) : ~総務庁年次報告書J 平成 8 年版、 375-376頁口
『財政統計J昭和62年版、 258貰; ~留の予算』昭和62年度、 504-505真。











課長数 (84) :東洋経済新報社『政官四季報j] [1985年版]、 1984年、 953頁。ただし、北
海道開発庁の課長数に関しては、問書の260-261頁に基づいて修正した。
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年推移)J [http://www.somucho.go伊lkansatulkyonin2s.htm#sO1] 0 1999年 1ftI 7日アクセス。
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審議会 (88) : ~審議会総覧J 昭和63年版の目次D
審議会 (91) :辻中豊 f情報とコネが大事:ネットワーク社会の政治と利益集団J伊藤光
孝Ij編『ポリテイカル・サイエンス事始めJ有斐閣、 1996年、 11ふ117頁。
審議会 (94) : ~審議会総覧』平成 6 年版の目次。
審議会 (96) : ~審議会総覧』平成 8 年版の目次D
開催審議会数 (96) :総務庁「審議会等の公開状況等についてJ (1997年 7月)より算出。







*委員総数 (97) :総理府「国の審議会等における女性委員の参加状況調べJ (97年 9月の
データ)。
*職務指定数 (97) : <向上>
*自体推薦委員数 (97) :く向上>
*一般学識者 (97) : <同上>
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私的諮問機関 (96) :総務庁「審議会等の公開状況等についてJ1997年 7月D
私的諮問機関 (97) :総務庁「審議会等の公開状況等についてJ1997年 7月。
開催懇談会数 (97) :総務庁「審議会等の公開状況等についてJ (1997年7月)から算出。
私的諮問機関再開・新設数 (97) :総務庁「審議会等の公開状況等についてJ (1997年 7
月)をもとに算出。
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*公益法人 (96) : W公益法人白書』平成9年版、 84頁D
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*天下り法人数 (96) : ~公益法人白書J 平成 9 年版。









私企業への派遣 (95) : ~公務員白書』平成 8 年版、 22頁。ただし、この数値は平成 3 年
度から平成7年度までの数値の合計である。






Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 
階統制ネット 規模ネット 情報ネット
ワサ因子 ワー ク因子 ワー ク因子
特殊法人 .89982 .21831 .23311 
私企業天下り .89049 .25478 -.10329 
許認可数 .82324 .28144 .36827 
課長 .81938 .23090 .37449 
認可法人 .73979 .17023 .34505 
職員 .24079 .88918 .04204 
予算 .07419 .73633 .04537 
公益法人 .53438 .67166 .15544 
補助金 .18926 .58675 .21977 
委託費 .07511 .10269 
審議会 .52836 .37777 
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団体に対する協力関係、影響力評価に関する質問を行っている o 2 4 7団体の中で、質問
表の 100回体と重複するものは76団体であり、この 76団体が分析の対象となる口内
訳は経済回体 29(大企業関係 23、問中小企業関係 6) 、労働 18、福祉・保険 5、市民 4、






















































































































































































































































































































組織間密度 0.17にほぼ匹敵する数字である CKnokeet al1996:110)。
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表 2-3緩やかなネットワーク ブロック問・内の結合密度
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⑮ ⑨ ③ ⑦ 
表 2-5堅いネットワーク、ブロック間・内の結合密度
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1位: 経団連 58 
2イ立 連合 47 
3位 日経連 40 
4イ立 日本商工会議所 33 
5 イ立 全国知事会 16 
6イ立 全国銀行協会連合会 14 
7位 全国中小企業団体中央会 11 
8イ立 日本生産性本部 10 
8位 全労連 10 
8位 自治労 10 
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Fro艶 Heatto Light?: 
Japan's Changing Response 
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Introduction 
Growing scientific certainty about the anthropogenic origins of global climate 
change has suddenly， inthe past ten years， made control of greenhouse gas emissions one 
ofhumanity's most important tasks. The 1992 Rio Declaration and its associated 
protocols challenged the sovereignty of nations with stipulations for national responses to 
the problem. 1n climate change negotiationsラJapanmoved from a reluctant player 1980s 
to increasing involvement through the 1990s. 1n July 2001 in BonnラbothJapan and the 
Kyoto Protocol reached a dramatic turning point. The U.S. under the Bush 
administrationぅbuckingthe global tide toward ratification， withdrew from the Kyoto 
Protocol. Japan then wavered and also seemed likely to withdrawラthusdooming the 
Protocol. However， atthe Iast momentラinan unexpected and dramatic decision， Japan 
changed its stance and agreed to support the Kyoto ProtocoI， thus ensuring its survival for 
the time being. As a condition of its agreement， thoughラJapaninsisted on special 
conditions that weakened the Protocol. Did Japan “save" the Kyoto Protocol， or
eviscerate it? What led Japan to this response? 
Frogs in the Pot 
According to growing scientific consensusラtheplanet，-ry atmosphere isラlikea 
greenhouse， retaining increasing amounts of warmth. This “greenhQtlse.effect" is causing 
the surface and atmospheric temperature to warm more than natural cycles and causes 
ーwonld‘predict.Global warming will bring about climate changes over the next one 
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hundred yearsぅmanyofthem detrimental to humans and other living beings. These 
include change in agricultural and disease zones， species extinctionぅrisingsea levels 
threatening coastal settlements， and harsher and more unpredictable weather pattems 
(IPCC， 2001).1 
Atmospheric scientists increasingly agree that increased “greenhouse gasses" 
(GHG) in the atmosphere are contributing to global warming. These greenhouse gassesラ
mainly carbon dioxide (C02)ラcomefrom fossil fuels bumed to power industrial 
production， travel and consumption. The effects wiII bring about rising sea levelsヲ
changed climatic zonesうandnew weather pa社erns，al with great disruptive potential 
(IPCC， 2001; Harperラ1996，116). Some dissent remains， critics claiming that the effects 
will be minimal or even beneficial (Committee on Small Businessラ1998;Moore， 1998). 
If globaI warming is to some degree “anthropogenic，" howeverラtheindustrialized nations 
are conducting an“unprecedented experiment" on humanity and other species (Goreヲ
1993ラ92)，and hence societies， especially in industrial statesラshouldbegin stringent 
programs to reduce their greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions despite the potential costs. But 
many factors (short term costs， disbeliefラuncertaintyラdefection，political pressures) 
militate against such a response. 
Environmentalists compare the cu汀enthuman situation to a frog in a pot. Ifyou 
throwa live frog into a pot of boiling water， it will immediately jump out. But ifyou put 
a frog into a pot of cool water and gradually heat the water， they say， the frog will sit there 
until it boils to death. This fictitious experiment conveys an environmentalist metaphor 
and parable -when wilI the nations ofthe world react to the threat of global warming? 
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The Challenge of Global明'arming
Encouraged by the “invisible hand" of the market， societies dumped their waste 
into the unguarded commons: air， water and soil. The commons finally kicked back with 
an“invisible foot" -obvious pol1ution and degradation. Thus arose the“tragedy of the 
commons"ー ourindividual actions tend to degrade and destroyラratherthan husband and 
sustain， our limited environment (Hardin and Badenヲ1977).Atmospheric “limits to 
growth" starkly revealed this dilemma -the “gro¥入rthversus environment dilemma" 
(Broadbentぅ1998;Meadows and Meadowsう 1971;Yamagishiラ1995).As in the well 
known “prisoners' dilemma，" the solution requires that the actors accept collective norms 
(Ostromラ 1990).
Intemational environmental agreements have proliferated recently， now 
numbering some 230 treaties (Frank， etal.， 2000; Frenchう2000ラ144).The first 
international agreement relating to global atmospheric pollution was signed in 1985: the 
Vienna Protocol on the depletion ofthe stratospheric ozone layer. The stricter Montreal 
Protocol followed in 1987.In 1988， the United Nations set up the lntergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change (IPCC) to ascertain the scientific status of global warming and 
greenhouse gas emissions. ln 1989， the UN General Assembly adopted a measure on 
protection ofthe gIobal climate. Intemational meetings on the topic proliferatedうleading
up to the 1992 UNCED (United Nations Conference on Environment and Development) 
in Rio (Chasek， 2001，125). 
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The UNCED represents a pivotal “moment" in the production of global 
environmental norms and forrnal agreernents. The key agreements are the Rio 
Declaration (a general statement of purpose)ぅtheFramework Convention on Climate 
Change (FCCC)， and Agenda 21.2 UNCED coalesced the growing global agreement on 
the anthropogenic factors in global warrning and the need for a global regime to control it. 
UNCED agreernents called for steps to reduce GHG emissions to around 1990 levels by 
the year 2010. These agreements also assumed that GHG control could not be 
accornplished without a profound level ofvoluntary cooperation from industry and civil 
soclety. 
The FCCC urged al1 countries， especially the developed onesヲtostabilize their 
gre己nhousegas ernissions at 1990 levels (JACSES (Japan Center for a Sustainable 
Environrnent and Society)ぅ1996，15). Agenda 21 proposed a social and political program 
to accornplish this endうurgingeach governrnent to set up action committees of citizens 
and local governments to find effective ways to combat global warτning (United Nations， 
2001 a). Exact rneasures were to be speci五edin later “Conferences ofParties" (COP) by 
signers ofthe UNCED agreement. 
The rneasures proposed by the Rio Declaration， the FCCCラandAgenda 21 
restricted the sovereignty of individual states. Principle 2 of the Rio Declaration (United 
Nationsラ2001c)conceded that in accordance with the Charter ofthe United Nations and 
the principles of international lawぅstateshave “the sovereign right to exploit their own 
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resources pursuant to their own environmental and developmental policies.ラヲ But the 
DecIaration午licklylimited that right by adding that state's have “the responsibility to 
ensure that activities within their jurisdiction or control do not cause damage to the 
environment of other States or of areas beyond the limits of national jurisdictionア
LikewiseラPrinciple3 ofthe declaration specifiesラ“Theright to development must be 
fulfilled so as to equitably meet developmental and environmental needs of present and 
future generations." 
Thusぅwhiledeclaring state sovereignty over “their own resources" the Declaration 
also defines clear limits to that sovereignty. In this veinヲtheFCCC proposals for carbon 
emission control would require many states to change their domestic policies (United 
Nations， 2001 b). This global regulatory innovation， once ratified and practiced would 
curtail the freedom of sovereign states to pol1ute the global atmosphere commons and 
force states to shoulder the costs. In the end， this simple injunction -“reduce carbon 
emissions" -may imply more massive societal and global changes than any preceding 
international agreement in history. 
Similar1y， regarding the means of achieving this endラPrinciple10 of the Rio 
Declaration states:“Environmental issues are best handled with the participation of al 
concerned citizens" at the appropriate level. It also stipulates that“each individual shall 
have.. .access to information concerning the environment that is held by public 
authorities， including information on hazardous materials and activities in their 
communities， and the opportunity to participate in decision-making processes. States 
shall facilitate and enco辺ragepublic awareness and participation by making information 
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widely available. Effective access to judicial and administrative proceedings， including 
redress and remedyうshallbe provided." And Principle 1 demands that“States shal1 enact 
effective environmentallegislation. 
Agenda 21 specifies the “basis for actionぅobjectives，activities and means of 
implementation" ofthe Rio Declaration's broad principles (Chapter 1ラSection1.6) 
(United Nations， 2001 c). The means include“strengthening the role of major groups" 
(incIuding women， NGOs and others) (Section II). For instance， conceming the role of 
NGOsぅAgenda21 (Section II， Chapter 27， Section 27.1) says that formal and informal 
norトgovernmentalorganizationsラaswell as grass四rootsmovementsうshouldbe recognized 
as partners in the implementation of Agenda 21. It also says that“. . • independence is a 
m吋orattribute of non-governmental organizations and is the precondition of real 
participation" (United Nationsラ2001c).
Thus we can conclude that， inthe name of global environmental needs， the Rio 
DecIarationラtheFCCC and Agenda 21 al infringe on the sovereign right of states to run 
their countries as they see fit. They cal not only for GHG reductionラbutfor a vital civil 
society， something not always present among UNCED signees. Such changes may 
diffuse state decision四makingpower both upward toward more intemational compliance， 
and downward toward ful1er citizen and NGO (norトgovemmentalorganization)
participation (Sandelラ1996，346-351). HenceぅtheUNCED agreements challenge many 
aspects of state sovereignty. 
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Subsequent meetings of the Rio Declaration， FCCC and Agenda 21 signatories 
have been called the “Conference of Parties" (COP). The Rio process reached its most 
cogent expression in COP3， the meeting in Kyoto that produced the “Kyoto Protocol." 
This Protocol set definite standards for nations to meet， and proposed definite 
mechanisms by which to meet them. The industrial nations agreed in principle to reduce 
their individual output of greenhouse gasses (GHG) below their 1990 output levels by 
2008-12. The EU committed to about 5 percent reduction (collectively)ぅtheUS to about 
6 percentラandJ apan to about 7 percent. 
Many nationsラincludingJapan and the US， signed the Kyoto Protocol. But it 
would come into force only when ratified by 55 countries， including those producing 55 
percent of industrialized C02 emissions. The European Union countries had expressed 
willingness to ratiちら ashad Japan. Conservatives in the US， however， bitterly opposed it. 
In testimony to Congress， one affiliate of the Cato Institute called the Kyoto Protocol a 
“useless appendage to an irrelevant treaty" (Committee on Small Businessラ1998).
At the November 2000 COP 6 meetingラfinaldecisions were deferred to a second 
session in 2001. In the Spring of 2001， the new US President George W. Bush declared 
that the Protocol was “fatal1y t1awed" and withdrew the US from it altogether. Nations 
were to decide on ratifシingthe Protocol at COP6.5 in Bonn (Julyラ2001).3HoweverラUS
r吋ectionseemed certain to drag Japan with it and doom the Protocol. After considerable 
hesitation， though， the Japanese state broke from its habits of complying with U. S. 
foreign policy and agree in principle to support and eventually ratiち1the Protocol. In 
doing so， Japan demonstrated its ability to say an independent “yes" in foreign policy. 
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And yet， the Protocol emerged weakened by the changes demanded by Japan. Why did 
Japan take this pattem of response? 
Global games 
As noted in the introduction to this volume， the responses of states to the 
chalIenges posed by cIimate changeラproposedsolutions were reached at many levels: 
adding new functions to ca汀Yout the solutionsうsharingpower with new actors， denialう
resistanceラandtaking a leadership roleラeitherto destroy， changeぅorlead the merging 
global soIutions. 
ln global politics， nation states face a“two四levelgame:" demands from the 
domestic polity， and pressures from the intemational system (Putnamラ1988).They have 
to adjudicate between the two levels. On both international and domestic levels political 
responses can be driven by either “rationalist"ー“universal"material interests -or 
“constructivist" -socially and cultural1y produced -values (Keck and Sikkink， 1998ラ4;
Hanniga九 1995).New global norms may be imposed on a state by such rationalist 
factors as coercive intemationallaw or materialloss from trade sanctions. On the other 
handラglobalnorms may seep into the minds and hearts of a state and its elitesヲthrough
constructivist factors -communication and persuasion changing what they see as rightラ
possible and in their interest (Keck and Sikkink， 1998う2・5).IGOs (Intemational 
Governmental Organizations) and INGOs (Intemational Non叩Govemmental
49 
Organizations) have assumed increasing world authority， legitimacy and respectability as 
persuaders (Boli， 1999). 
A similar range of factors appear in the domestic arena as well. Capital and labor， 
most prominently， may have been leading the state toward rapid growth， and 
consequently， high greenhouse gas (GHG) output (Schnaiberg， 1980; Schnaiberg and 
Gouldラ1994).Victims' groups may challenge this coalition through protest and 
electionsヲwithsome success. 
On the other hand， ne¥v values and beliefs conveyed through science， media， 
education and moral activist groups may be able to transform the interests and institutions 
of state and society in a more eco圃friendlydirection. The theory of ecological 
modemization expects that such shifts would occur and become institutionalized (Mol 
and Sonnenfeld， 2000). That is how many environmental NGOs see their mIssion. 
Such challenges may induce symbolic compliance from states that adopt new standards 
but do not practice thern. They may add token citizens to their councils， but not listen to 
them. The reasons may be domestic pressuresぅwhereinterest groups see compliance as a 
subterfuge to avoid criticism and potential economic sanction. Or states may respond 
with real changesラbothin ways of production and consumption and in ways of making 
decisions. Distinguishing real from symbolic politics is a difficult task， and many 
responses that begin as symbolic over time grow teeth. Even a weakened Kyoto Protocolラ
for instanceラmayeventually grow into a strong global warming regime. 
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Taken togetherぅtheseperspectives produce a four-cell typology of factors bearing 
upon state response (Figure 1， examples in cels). 
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SOURC茸
DOMESTIC INTERNA TIONAL 
Voter demand; economic Trade threat; bilateral 
RA TIONALIST interest group pressure; treaty demands 
TYPE NGO persuasion and UN ideology; peer 
education; scientific normative example; 
persuasion; Environmental scientific persuasion; 
CONSTRUCTIVIST Agency serious advocacy shaming by INGOs 
Did one ofthese factors， orsome mixture thereof， transform Japan's reaction to global 
warming?4 
Phases of Change 
ln its industrial historyぅJapan'senvironmental policies have passed through four 
major phases:“PoI1uter's Paradise" (1800s to mid-1960s);“PolluterラsHell" (mid岨1960s
to mid-1970s);“Maintenance or Retreat?" (mid-I970s to Iate 1980s); and “New Global 
and Local Demands" (l990s to early 2000s)・Thisperiodization， examined elsewhere in 
detail (Broadbent， 1998)， frames our discussion of Japan's response to c1imate changeラ
occurring mainly in the last period. 
ln the ear1ier periods， pollution was largelya domestic matter. The Japanese 
govemment was closely wedded to the goal ofrapid economic growth and paid litle 
attention to complaints about poIlution. By the 1960s， pollution had reached horrific 
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levelsラsuchas the infamous Minamata mercury岡poisoningepisode. These human 
symbols ofpollution illness congealed national sentiment and， aspeople took sources of 
pollution in their own communities seriouslyぅstimulatedhundreds of IocaI pollution 
protests (Broadbentヲ1998).Massive protests that ca汀iedthe threat of electoral loss for 
the conservative ruling party -the Liberal Democratic Party -forced compromises and 
new policies from the govemment. Continued protests through the early 1970s further 
forced effective implementation and amelioration of the worst sources of air and water 
polIution. The era of domestic domination was immediate， visible polIution. 
Reluctant Partner: the 1980s 
The late 1980s ushered in the era of Iess tangibleうlong四rangeglobal pollution. At 
first， both the Japanese people and the govemment gave litle credence to global 
environmental problems. The Japanese state showed great reluctance to shake its upward 
tr司ectoryof growth with these intemational issues. Indeed， the purpose ofthe Japanese 
state continued to be to secure Japan's longイuneconomic prosperityラwhichmeant 
increasing dominance ofworld markets and resources (Johnsonヲ1982).The 
Environmental Agency， howeverぅalonewithin the J apanese stateラtriedto keep abreast 0 f 
these Issues and to take an'actIve role in them. 
In 1980ヲthe-Environmental Agency of Japan (EAJ) established a research group 
on global e:nvirommental problems. At the 1982 Nairobi Conference of the United 
Nations Environmental Program (UNEP)， it presented its conclusions， suggesting th剖 the
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UN set up a special committee on the environment (Environmental Agency of Japanぅ
1994ラ51).The resultant W orld Commission on Environment and Development issued 
the famous“Bruntland Report，" Our Common Future (World Commission on 
Environment and Developmentぅ1987).
The EAJ did not control the government agendaラhowever.In the 1980sぅthe
J apanese government exhibited great reluctance to recognize and act on global 
environmental problems (Kawashima， 1997， 11ι19). Only US and European bans on 
ivory coupled with intense criticism from international NGOs， sufficed to get Japan to 
imp]ement the CITES Treaty and ban the import of ivory in 1989 (Miyaoka， 1998ヲ176).
Also in 1989 strong foreign pressure forced Japan to cut its drift-net deep sea fishing 
ships to 20.5 Finally in 1993， when the UN was about to adopt a moratorium on drift-net 
fishing， Japan ceased it altogether (Miyaokaラ1998ぅ177).6
At that time， Japan's weak NGOs had litle understanding of global environmental 
issues. They did not pressure the government to attend to the ozone layer problem. This 
sort of pressure came only from foreign actorsぅincludinginternational NGOs such as 
Greenpeace and WWF.7 Pressure from MITI kept the Japanese government from 
attending the initial Vienna meeting on stratospheric ozone depletion. Under threat of US 
trade sanctions， Japan finally signed the 1987 Montreal Protocol on Substances that 
Deplete the Ozone Layer (CFCs)ラandthen ratified both VIenna and Montreal Protocols in 
1988 (Kawana， 1995ぅ53;Schreurs， 1997九 148)・DespiteMITI resistanceぅsome
ministries began planning the implementation ofthe Montreal Treaty on ozone depletion. 
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The Japan Development Bank introduced loan schemes to help reduce freon gas (1988)， 
an ozone-depleting chemical， and nitrogen oxides (1989). 
Despite these changes， the Japanese govemment stilllargely denied the thomier 
problem of global warming. As usualぅtheEnvironmental Agency took the first steps. Its 
1988 Environmental White Paper presented Japan's first officiaI recognition of global 
warming and set up a research group on the problem (Environmental Agency of Japan 
(Kankyocho)ラ1988，43圃 121).Japan hosted the 1989 United Nations Environmental 
Program (UNEP) Conference on Global Environmental Protection. But Japanese 
representatives refused to go along with the NetherIands， Germany， and the UK in setting 
C02 reduction targets. The govemment also exc1uded NGOs from participating in that 
conference. 
By then， Japanese NGOs were becoming more assertive on global issues. 
Together with Iocal branches ofFriends ofthe Earth and other intemational NGOsヲthey
held an alternative conference， caHing the official one a“PR exercise." The NGOs 
labeled J apan the “number one destroyer ofthe environment in the Third W orld" 
(Schreursうゆ97a，196， and footnote 46). This brought intemational attention to the role 
of Japan's Official Development Aid (ODA) in destroying tropical forests.8 As this 
incident il1ustrates， atthis time， the Japanese govem，ment had hostile relations with 
domestic afld， foreign NGOs. 
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First Steps: the 1990s 
By 1990， Japanese leaders were feeling embarrassed by international criticismラ
particular1y for having been such laggards on international agreements to reduce ozone同
depleting chemical. The OECD criticized Japan for its poor compliance with 
mternational environmental norms and its failure to include NGOs in its policy-making 
processes. It implied that if Japan wanted to be a player in intemational politicsラitwould 
have to meet OECD norms. In the face of this kind of intemational criticism and 
pressureぅtheJapanese government decided to keep closer pace with the international 
community (Kawashima， 1997ラ 116).
As globalization proceedsラinternationalcredibility becomes an increasingly 
important political asset for a nation. Moreover， the te口nsof credibility -the norms -
become increasingly defined by the collectivity of nations and global actors in the 
international arena through “complex interdependence" (Keohane， 1996， 466). 
J apan' s trend toward conformity to global environmental norms quickly assumed 
institutional and politicaI form. Around this time， Japanese politicians concemed about 
the global environment came together from many political pa口iesto set up GLOBE， a 
forum for the discussion of global environmental issues. An LDP politician who had 
been an EAJ official， Aichi Kazuoラledthis effort. The Prime Minister formed a new 
Ministerial Committee on Global Environmenta1 Affairsラandappointed the Director of 
the Environmental Agency to chair it. This Committee formulated a 1990 Action Plan to 
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Arrest Global Waming. Though constituting a formal recognition ofthe problemラthe
“Action Plan" remained ambivalent about what practical counter官leasuresJapan should 
take. The Environmental Agency directed the National Institute for Environmental 
Studies (NIES) (established in 1974) to set up divisions and centers dedicated to research 
on global climate change.9 
The Action Plan remained stymied， thoughラbyperennial ministerial conf1icts over 
environmental issues. As in the pastラMITIdefended J apan' s economic sovereignty and 
interests. Since the 1970s， MITI had sponsored successful conservation programs to 
promote efficient uses of energy. The inadvertent by-product ofthese programs had been 
the reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Japan had already achieved the 
highest carbon efficiency per unit of manufacturing output. Accordingly， MITI argued 
that Japan had already achieved more GHG reductions than other industrial countries， so
that stabilizing GHG at year 2000 levels would suffice (Schreurs， 1996; Schreurs， 1997a， 
151). The EAJ as usual took a more environmentalist viewpointヲandwanted Japan to 
reduce its GHG outputs to its 1990 Ievel. 
A抗erthe 1992 UNCED conference in Rio， many nations gradual1y signed and 
ratified、theFramework Convention on Climate Change. J apan signed and ratified in May 
of 1993 (the 21 sf hation<to do so). US President George Bush signed and the Senate 
ratified the FCCC. (By September 2000ヲ186nations had signed). The FCCC signatories 
agteed< to work toward a m:utually agreeableうspecificぅbinding，global GHG reduction 
plan. The Agenda 21 signatol匂sagreed to produce their own National Action Plans to 
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accomp1ish this goal. Formal implementation ofthese plans awaited the formulation of 
acceptable intemational standards for greenhouse gas reductionラandthen actual 
ratification by national govemments and legislatures. 
At UNCED， EAJ Director Miyashita announced -evidently without prior 
approval by the Japanese govemment -that Japan “might possibly" host the Third 
Conference ofthe Parties (COP3) who signed the Framework Convention on Climate 
Change (FCCC). Japanese negotiators are usually given no flexibility for orトthe-spot
compromises (Kageyamaラ2000，13). That Director Miyashita broke ranks in this way 
testifies to the centrifugal force ofthe newly emerging intemational noπns so evident at 
UNCED. His announcemeれtin tum set up expectations by other nations that J apan 
would indeed host COP3. To retain credibilityヲJapancame to feel compelled to fol1ow 
through. 
After UNCEDラJapanesegovemment agencies made a number ofnew policies and 
institutional changes to get ready to implement the FCCC and Agenda 21 agreements 
(once they were ratified). The govemment proposed a National ActIon Plan for Agenda 
21 to implement these changes (passed in 1993).10 For exampleぅtheEnvironmental 
Age百cy(EAJ) took a number of steps to fulfil FCCC and Agenda 21 proposals. The 
EAJ created a Depa託mentof Global Environment (Chikyu Kankyo Bu) within the EAJ 
Planning and Coordination Bureau. The EAJ began to legitimize its proposals with the 
intemationally current concept of sustainability (World Commission on Environment and 
Developmentヲ1987)・1turged the domestic reduction of greenhouse gasses， along with 
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research， technologyラeducationand intemational cooperation to attain a “sustainable 
development" type society. To implement these proposals， the EAJ converted the old 
PCSC -Pollution Control Service Corporation -to new puゅoses.The PCSC had been 
created in the 1970s to give loans to small and medium businesses for environmental 
upgrading. Renamed the Japan Environmental Corporation (JEC -actually an agency， 
not a corporation)ぅinaddition to its old dutiesうitbegan to give loans to environmental 
nOIトgovemmentalorganizations (NGOs). The EAJ also worked wIth the UN University 
in Tokyo to create the Global Environmental Information Center (GEIC). 
These salutary programmatic and institutional changes had litle immediate 
impact. MITI remained very skeptical of new greenhouse gas control measures and 
opposed them. In addition_， Japan's 1990s recessionラbytightening govemment and 
business budgets， worked against the effective implementation of carbon dioxide 
reduction (Miller and Moore， 1990). An EAJ study in the early 1990s found very low 
corporate interest in compliance (Environmental Agency of Japan (Kankyocho， 1992， 
130). M1TI issued industrial C02 reduction guidelines in 1993， but they seemed to have 
litle effect. As a restltラ合om1990 on， Japan's carbon dioxide emissioDS climbed more 
rapidly tnan other ACID countries. By 1997 they surpassed Denmark， the Netb.eI匂nds，
andGermany{Flavin and Dunn~ 1998， 115..29). Similar， though Japan's automobile fuel 
was entire.1y lead圃free(Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development， 1994， 
101)， its(:lve~age auto fuel economy diminished， thus adding to greenhouse gasses (Flavin 
am.d，Tll'liali， 19'96， 39). ln sum， Japan 's policy pronouncements had litle effect. 1ts GHG 
pQlluti:o.n W0fsen.ed dmang the early 19905.11 
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The disjuncture between lofty expressions of concern and litle practical effect 
resembled Japan's domestic pol1ution politics in the mid-1960s (Broadbentぅ1998;
Broadbentぅ2001).In both cases， Japan's pollution policies started as more symbolic than 
effective. They became effective only when faced with strong popular pressure or 
economic necessity. In the early 1990s， MITI and its business allies let the EAJ make 
largely symbolic pronouncements. They hoped to molli今domesticand foreign concems 
that way， without the need for effective pollution control. As beforeぅeffectivereforms 
awaited stronger political pressures. 
Structural and Ideological Change: mid-1990s 
Just at that point， new pressures appeared. Political changes shook the very 
foundations ofthe LDP-MITI-industrial“growth coalition." In 1993ラforthe first time in 
post四warhistoryラoppositionpa凶eswon control of the more powerful Lower House 
(Curtis， 1999). Politicians in these opposition parties were less tied to“construction 
state" (doken kokka) kickbacks for contributions (Masumi， 1995; Woodall， 1996)， and 
hence could be more favorable to environmental protection. This electoralloss， coming 
on top ofthe loss ofthe Upper House in 1989ラshockednot only the LDPうbutthe whole 
growth coalition. It threatened their institutionalized dominance. This crack in the elite 
power structure ushered in stronger environmental policies， along with strengthening 
Japanese civil society and democracy. 
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Once in powerラthenew ruling coalition started important environmental (and 
other) initiatives. In November 1993 the govemment set up the Japan Council for 
Sustainable Development (JCSD)ユ2to work on meeting Agenda 21 goals. The Council 
reports to the UN on its progress. Following UNCED Agenda 21 guidelines， the Council 
was a “network" organization， including representatives from businessラgovemment，
academia and a few NGOs -World Wildlife Federation， People's Forum 2001， and the 
Consumer's Union. These NGOs had very strong ties to intemational NGOs， and to the 
UN. At the locallevelぅmanyJapanese communities adopted the Agenda 21 schemeラ
producing plans for local conservation and the reduction of GHG emissions. In December 
1993， the Council of Ministers for Global Environmental Protection finalized and passed 
the National Action Plan for Agenda 21.13 
At the level ofnational poficy， inNovember of 1993ラPrimel¥但nisterHosokawa 
asked the EAJ to prepare a revised Basic Environmental Law (the first revision ofthe 
1967 Basic Law for Pollution Control since the 1970 Pollution Diet). The int匂en凶tionof 
the Basic Law wa討stωo pr 
e釘針印n‘oJ.virωonmen悦1詑taladmini'誌st甘ra瓜tion(As路ahi廿 News勾paper，うi、'Nト、吋~ovembe釘r 12 ラl円993吟).The drafミlaw 
stim:ulat~d vI'gor01JS debate in tne National Diet (Environmental Agency of Japan， 1994， 
89・98)~ hlもone，"the fi:nal fJroduct .difer.ecl from its predecessor by containing many 
expre-ssIo.lS @fcon'eetn about sl!stainabiHty ahd' the global environment (Environmental 
Agehcy ofJap、，~n， 1994; Ni'hon Kankyo Kaigi (Japan Environmental Council) (editor)， 
1994). 
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The primaηr purpose ofthe 1993 Basic Law， according to the EAJラwasto“look 
after the environmentヲrecognizingit as our essential life四supportsystem which we should 
hand down to future generations" (Environmental Agency of Japan (Kankyocho)ぅ1998，
11). Its main provisions included quality standardsラimpactassessmentぅeconomic
measuresラeducationぅvoluntaryactionsうinformationprovision， research supportラ
international cooperation on global environmental conservation， and financing 
mechanisms. This law formalized a shift in governmental consciousness from the idea of 
“pollution" (kogai) -literally meaning “public nuisance" -to that of the "environment" 
(kanか0)，signifying the very context of Iife support. This conceptual s副長indicateda 
very important cultural watershed -that the government had adopted a new cognitive 
(true/false) and normative (good/bad)仕ameworkfor evaluating environmental problems. 
Certain Japanese government agenciesラsuchas the F oreign Ministry and the 
Environmental Agencyうalongwith coverage by national media and the small but insistant 
voice ofNGOsぅhadshifted the tenor of elite and public values some direction toward the 
new global environmental norms. 
Critics said the Basic Law did not give sufficient weight to key issues like 
environmental assessment， citizen participation， and freedom of information (about 
co叩oratepol1ution). ln December 1994ぅtheDiet passed the Basic Environmental Plan， 
intended to give the 1993 Law more substance. The Plan systematically required 
ministries to devise regulatory means to attain the goals ofthe Basic Law. As usual， the 
EAJ and MITI fought over its content. The EAJ wanted to include strong substantive 
measures toward a sustainable society: mandatory environmental impact assessmentラ
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environmental taxes and surcharges to pay for environmental protection， and freedom of 
information. MITI and the Japan Federation ofEconomic Organizations forced the 
removal of such measures (Schreursぅ2000).The 1967 Basic Law had gone through 
exactly the same political dilution process. 
Even so， the 1994 Plan stimulated a number of institutional innovations. The EAJ 
created the Institute for Global Environmental Strategies (IGES)， mandated to build 
intemational cooperation around practical solutions to environmental problems. IGES 
has conducted a variety of research projects on climate change， urban environmental 
management and other topics. Though legally an NGO， most of IGES' budget comes 
from the EAJ， soit should be classed as a quasi-NGO (QUANGO). According to one 
IGES officer (a retired EAJ official)， it“probably would not have been created without 
ctimatic change' being a problem" (Personal communieation， 3/6/01). One purpose of 
IGES is to bring Japanese and foreign env廿onmentalNGOs into the policy-making 
process indirectlyラbyjoining in IGES projects and workshops. 
MITI had created its own environmental QUANGOヲtheGlobal lndustrial and 
Social Progress Research lnstitute (GISPRI)， in 1988. The Board of Directors is 
compQsed of presidents and other top Qfficials from m吋orJ apanese industr允s.Under the 
ptessure ofnew no.口11Sand evolving rea:lities， GISPRI too began to conduct research on 
global cllmate change issues， and participate in related United Nations efforts (IPCC， 
Fe<cC)~ In addition， politicians from different political parties formed Global 
En吋roi1ri1entalAotion(GEA)to coordinate their support for environmental policy 
initiatives and to reach Qut to politicians and other groups around the world. Ex田Prime
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Minister Hashimoto became the leader of GEA. Howeverぅseveralpoliticians who were 
members failed to get re帽elected，showing that environmental issues were stil1 not the top 
pnonty among voters. 
The Basic EnvironmentaI Plan caHed for a “networkラう style of environmental 
regulation， bringing together government， businessうlaborand citizen NGOs to seek 
mutual1y acceptable standards and solutions (Ren， forthcoming). While sounding 
unrealistic to the Westemer， this approach bui1t on ear1ier forms of Japanese business圃
govemment cooperation. Japanese politics has typically proceeded through dense elite 
networks that facilitate communication and negotiation (Broadbentヲ2000b).Industrial 
sector associations had always negotiated the technical provisions of new regulationsラ
including pollution control， for their own industry. 
Under the Hosokawa cabinetうthedomestic NGO community mushroomed and 
gained legitimacy. Intemational NGOs entered Japan in greater force. Japanese NGOs 
also a抗εmptedgreater engagement in the policy-making process. NGOs had been 
following a protest mode -complaining about and resisting the environmental1y 
destructive behavior of other actors. Insteadラtheybegan to do research and make their 
own altemative policy recommendations.14 Their increasing organizational capacity and 
self-confidence made them better potential partners for such network cooperation with 
business and govemment. 
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1n 1994， the LDP regained control ofthe Lower House， though at an odd price -
a coalition govemment with its old enemy， the Japan Socialist Party. The LDPラscertainty 
and legitimacy had been shaken by the 10 months in the opposition. Moreover， 
opposition parties now harbored realistic hopes ofregaining power. 1ncreasingly， the 
Democratic Party and the Social Democratic Party tried to build supportive 
constituencies. This included consulting with， and trying to represent， domestic NGOs 
and their policy proposals. However， opposition parties had only the power of suggestion 
in the Diet. 
The effects ofthe Basic Environmental Plan continued despite the LDP's 
resumption ofpower. 1n 1995， the govemment enacted the Container Recycling Lawラa
measure that would reduce production and hence GHGs. 1n that year， the Japan 
Development Bank started making low四interestloans to help factories reduce their output 
of greenhouse gasses and to support recycling. The government convened many advisory 
councils on its environmental performanceラandlocal govemments developed 
environmental plans. Critics charged， once again， that these plans produced no 
substantive improvements (Asahi， 1993). 
Ifthe LDP's 1993 10ss ofthe Diet had dented Japan's system of elite rule， the 
1995Han油in(Kobe) earthqu~]\.e sなengthenedthe self-reliance of the people. The 
e制同'ua~êdeyastated the c.ity efKobe (shin) and parts ofneighboring Osaka (han)ぅ
killing l1an.y and displacing 300，000 people from their damaged or ruined homes.15 The 
superior perfomnance ofvolunteer groups in rendering aid to vicums the government 
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ignored greatly strengthened popular support for non古ovemmental，norトprofitvolunteer 
organizations (Bestor， 1998; Yamaok九 1998;Yamauchiラ 1998).
Since the 1970民smallspecial-topic domestic environmental groups had 
maintained a marginal existence. The localism ofthe Japanese environmentaI protest 
movements in the 1960s and 70s， coupled with public distrust of anonymous "cause" 
groups， and the practices of soft social controI by elites， had prevented the formation of a 
solid environmental NGO sector. Domestic groups such as JA T AN (Japan Tropical 
Forest Action Network) and People's Forum 2001， aswell as Japan branches of 
intematIonal groups such as Greenpeace and Friends of the Earthうsupportedby a few 
hundred subscribers and led by dedicatedラbutimpoverishedラactivistsラkeptup a ferment 
of concem and critique. 
In the 1990s， the NGO sector began to expand. Despite their size， these groups 
contributed to some significant environmental victories. New research圃orienteddomestic 
NGOs appeared， such as the Japan Center for a Sustainable Enviromτlent and Society 
(JACSES (Japan Center for a Sustainable Environment and Society)， 1996). Spu汀edby 
the govemmental tumover， and the 1993 and 1994 Basic Law and Action Planぅthe
Environmental Agency and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs started to foster the growth of 
domestic environmental NGOs. JACSES and some other domestic environmental NGOs 
enjoyed office space subsidized by the MOF A (very important in expensive Tokyo). 
Branches of international environmental groupsラsuchas Greenpeace Japan and World 
Wildlife Fund Japan also increased their presence. World Wildlife Fund Japan and other 
NGOs obtained grants for environmental projects from the EAJ's Japan Environment 
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Corporation (noted above)・TheseNGOs slowly attained greater legitimacy in Japan， 
strengthened their international tiesぅandbuilt stronger communication links with 
govemment and business-based environmental organizations. 
Taking the Global Stage 
Through the 1990s， scientific evidenceぅbuttressedby successive reports from the 
UN' s Intergovemmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC)， increasingly suppo抗edthe 
idea that global warming had anthropogenic causes. During this periodラJapanalso 
became increasingly enmeshed in the general norms of global interstate negotiations and 
agreements ofmany sorts (GATT， WTO， etc). Japan was exploring a global political role 
commensurate with its economic weight， and finding it involved both credibility and 
cooperation. Accordingly， Japan felt bound to honor EA Director Miyashita's unofficial 
announcement at the 1992 UNCED Rio meetings， that Japan “might" host COP3. In 
1995， atCOP2， Japan formally agreed to host COP3 in Kyoto in 1997. 
D'uring the ensui1.g preparations for COP3， the Japanese govemment felt， ashost， 
that it should present a specific standard for greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction 
(Kawashima， 19:9め.Yel， a、salwaysラtheEAJand MITI disagreed on what it should be. 
The.Env~rønmè1'Ì鵠1Agen‘:cy wanted Japan to reduce its GHG emissions to 5% below its 
1990曳l'eve'J:sby 2!(H Q'.，.13廷をMITldemandeda3% inctease in GHG aるove1990 levels. by 
2010， plusthe c0J:is"truction ;ofmanynew nuc1ear power plants， justified by MITI for their 
laek of GHG @Utptlt. 
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1n 1996 the Environmental Agency， spu汀edby the upcoming Kyoto Conference 
(COP3)ラhelpeddomestic NGOs to set up the Kiko Forum. Modeled after the German 
Klima Forum， the Kiko Forum became a networking center for 225 Japanese NGOs 
concemed about global warming. Kiko Forum also affiliated with powerful intemational 
NGOs working on global climate change. These groups lobbied Japanese ministries for 
strIcter GHG reduction standards. As a member ofKiko Forum， for example， the Japan 
Federation ofLawyers argued for a 20% GHG reduction by 2010. 
The establishment ofKiko Forum further improved the situation of domestic 
NGOs in Japan. Kiko Forum got 30 percent of its funding from the Japan Fund for the 
Global Environmentラadivision ofthe Japan Environmental Corporation (under the EAJ). 
Stil， faced with weak private phi1anthropy and public donations， Kiko Forum had to get 
40 percent of its funding from foreign philanthropies and govemments (Reimann， 2001). 
Despite govemment ambivalenceラtheJapanese public increasingly took global 
warming seriously. By the mid-1990sぅabout80% of the public reported high concem 
over global environmental issues (Schreurs， 1996) -a sea change in parochial Japanese 
culture. 
Facing this changing international and domestic situation， top Japanese business 
leaders worried about a repeat ofthe strong govemment guidance and court suits as in the 
1970s. They wanted to avoid that. AccordinglyラinJune 1997 the Federation of 
Economic Organizations (FEO or Keidanren) announced a voluntary industrial GHG 
reduction plan (Kawashimaぅ1998).The voluntary agreements made by Japanese 
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industrial associations covered 60 percent ofmanufacturing firms. These agreements 
aimed for a 10 percent reduction in greenhouse gasses by 2000， and a 10-20 percent 
reduction by 2010 (Flavin and Dunn， 1998， 123). Also， many Japanese companies have 
achieved ISO 14001 certificationラtestamentto good environmental practices. Yetラ
businesses and municipalities stil resisted paying for recyclingぅcastingdoubt on the 
depth of any business “voluntariness" toward environmental protection. 
The Kyoto Conference (COP3) convened in December of 1997 (Takeuchiラ 1998，
Chp. 7). Concerning GHG reduction targetsラtheEAJ， wanting Iarger GHG reductions， 
had found alies in the EuropeaQs， while MITI had allied with the conservative US 
position. ln the endラtheycompromised. MITI made some concessions to the EAJぅpa口ly
to head off the even more stringent standards advocated by Germany. 
As this outcome illustratesラtheJ apanese govemment found itself increasingly 
enmeshed in multiple global policy considerations. To get its way on one issue 
(especially :for the norトhegemons)a country often had to compromise on another issue. 
Defending one aspect of sovereignty often meant conceding another aspect. The power 
balance between MITI and the EAJ was affected by the balance between the European 
Union and the US. As host of the upcoming COP3 in Kyoto， the J apanese govemment 
felt ccnnpeUedJopresent tough白，benchmark standards for the global the gJobal 
eHstribl;lJion of GH:(} reducti0u r.esponsibilities. 
MITIopposed the EAJ's proposed 5 per cent reduction (o.f 1990，levels by 2010)， 
but -~ showhlg how far the grounds of debate had shifted -MITI losi! 1n the trilateral 
balance betweer.  Japan， the US and Europ久thegreen stance of Germany added strength 
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to the EAJ's domestic influence (Fisherぅforthcoming，3). The EAJ aIso successfully 
helped mobilize Japanese public opinion and civil society， through the Kiko Forumラm
favor of its position. 
As a result， atthe Kyoto Conference the Japanese govemment proposed that the 
industrial nations al reduce their GHG by 5% below 1990 levels by 2008-2112. This 
proposaI fel below the European Union proposal (at least 7.5% below 1990 levels by 
2005うand15% below by 2010)， but was stronger than the US one (to retum to 1990 
levels by 2008 to 2012) (New York TimesラMonday，December 1ぅ1997:D3). Japan's 
stance was quite progressive， considering that Japan had already taken far stricter energy 
conservation measures over the past two decades than had the US. The resulting Kyoto 
Protocol only committed nations to work toward acceptable GHG reduction goals in the 
future. Symbolically， though， the Protocol coalesced world opinion around the need to 
respond effectively to global warming. 
Over the ensuing few years， more nations signed and some even ratified the Kyoto 
Protocol. Japan signed in April 1998.τhe United Statesラrepresentedby vice-president 
Al Gore， signed in November 1998. All signees agreed to seek ratification from their 
home governments. By July 20th， 2090ラ84states had signed and 37 had ratified or 
acceded to the Kyoto Protocol (N低ions，2001 b). However， the possibility of widespread 
ratification awaited agreement on the target goals of GHG reduction and use oftrading 
and sinks for each coun仕y.
MITI， asusual more concemed about energy independence than about possible 
environmental disaster丸 arguedthat for Japan to reduce its GHG output by 5 per cent by 
2010， it would need to build 20 more nucIear power plants (Hasegawa， 1998). But the 
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growing public resistance to new nuclear power plants made MITI' s“nuclear solution" 
increasingly unfeasible. 
At the Kyoto Conference the J apanese govemment had officially ignored the 
noisy NGOs. After the Kyoto Conference， though， it began to include them indirectly， 
though participation in councils of quasi圃govemmentalorganizations like IGES and 
GISPRI (Schreurs， 1997b， 329).16 Some ofthe NGO leaders invited into such councils 
have felt they exercised no influence there. But from the government point of viewぅthe
NGO voice has' strengthened greatly. One senior Japanese government official with two 
years experience on environmental policy wrote，“The back-up of Japanese NGOs was 
also important. They' gave the govemment moral support to use an explicit target to 
conclude the Kyoto Protocol. . .プ This，he said， was the first time that NGOs and the 
govemment had “shared the same goal." Cooperating with NGOs， he added， was 
becoming an important factor in the Japanese govemment'.s efforts to proceed with 
environmental pol1cy (Kageyama， 2000， 31). That the government found “moral support" 
in NGOs indicates the extenfto which Japanese elites were adopting a new， stil uncertain 
normative企amework.
Ce坑airtly，NGOs' had reason to question their new networking with government 
ancr business.' In Hre pasζthe.governmenlhad 0託enhalicl picked the members of advisory 
cOuncils，むh6osingonly thoseもwhowould “rubber-stamp" governrheht policy preferences. 
Improvements、irJapahese environmental poTicy had required mas-SIve pu制icand foreign 
prêssú.re~ lte)t just a:dvIce fottn experts. EVen under such public pressure， 'business gave at 
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best “quasi-voluntary cooperation" -cooperation that worked only when backed by 
potential sanctions (Ren， forthcoming). 
After holding COP3 in Kyoto， the concept of environmental sustainability 
penetrated very deeply into the thinking ofthe Environmental Agency (Imura， 
forthcoming). Environmental bureaucrats began seriously thinking through the kinds of 
changes a truly sustainable society would require. In his address to the 142nd Diet 
(1998)， for instance， the Minister ofthe Environment said that global warming wilI raise 
air temperatures and sea levelsラ“shakingthe foundations ofhuman society." The origin 
of this problem， he continued， lay in “mass production， mass consumption and mass 
waste." Accordingly， he concluded， the solution must lieヲnotin piecemeal policies to 
protect parts ofthe environment， but in rethinking aIl societal systems and the bold 
construction of an“envitonmental protection s句，1e soci ety" (kanかohozengata shakai).17 
In 1998， atthe initiative ofthe EAJ， the Japanese Diet approved the Law for 
Promotion ofMeasures to Cope with Global Warming -the worldラsfirst law specifically 
for this purpose. As with most Japanese parliamentary laws， it did not contain strict 
standards or enforcement meas江resfor industry (Fisher， forthcomingラ14).Ratherラit
encouraged local and national govemments to take positive action in reducing GHG， such 
as by disciplined energy conservation. At the behest ofMITI， the Diet also approved 
amendments to the Energy Conservation Law to set stricter efficiency standards， 
promoting energy efficiency in automobiles， other consumer productsぅhomesand 
factories. This .law reflect己dthe continuing “turf war" between the EAJ and MITI to 
control climat己changepolicy (personal communicationラformerEAJ officialぅ3/6/01).
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But by this time， howeverラevenMITI had become more convinced ofthe reality 
of anthropogenic global warming. It was cleal二forinstanceヲthata rise in sea level of one 
meter would f100d major parts ofTokyo (Environmental Agency of Japan (Kankyocho)， 
1998ラ17).With the exception ofKyoto， Japan's major cities and industrial sites lie on 
f1at coastal river deltas vulnerable to rising seas. The head ofMITI's Environmental 
Policy Department told me，“It's going to be very hard for industry to reduce carbon 
dioxide as much as planned， [and]... their resistance is very strong. But MITI [wiI1 exhort 
them to do it and]... can override their resistance [eventually]." (InterviewラMITI，
December 14， 1998). This reinforces the notion thatうaswith Japan's energy conservation 
programs， a pragmatic recognition ofnecessity underlies some of Japan's environmental 
successes. This is not to reduce such policies to necessityぅthoughうforthe collective 
“recognition" of outcomes only arises from a conducive base of social organization and 
communication. 
Publications from MITI's'environmental organizationヲGISPRI，began to talk 
about sustainability and the “collapse" of the human social system in the 21 st century， 
“should the degradation of global environment and consumption oflimited natural 
resources continue in developed countries in pursuit ofwealth . . " (Global Industrial and 
Social Progress Research Institute， 2001). 
In 2000， the Japanese government p.assed more GHG related laws~ adding more 
standards for waste disposal， including marine di叩oS，aLIn June 2000， the government 
passed the Basic Law for Formation of a ResQurc 
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out the ful needs of a very resource-efficient， more sustainableラlessGHG-emitting 
society. That same yearラthegovernment reorganized its ministries and agenciesラ
combining functionsぅreducingtheir number， and making the Environmental Agency into 
the Environmental Ministry， a major boost in its status. 
After the Kyoto Conferenceぅtheensuing Conferences of the Parties continued to 
try to negotiate acceptable implementation rules for GHG reduction. Their efforts elicited 
angry resistance from American conservatives， including US Senators. The Sixth 
Conference of Parties (COP6)， held in The Hague in Novemberぅ2000，was slated to set 
the final stage， where nations would agree to the final carbon reduction standards. 
According to prior agreementsラratificationof the Kyoto Protocol could only proceed if 
nations producing a total of 55% ofthe industrialized world's greenhouse gasses signed it. 
COP 6 did not obtain sufficient consensus， sothe UN scheduled a continuation (COP 6 
bis) for July 2001 in Bonn. In March， 2001ラshortlybefore the Bonn meeting， however， 
U.S. President George W. Bush declared the Kyoto ProtocoI “fataIly t1awed" and 
withdrew the US from pa口icipationin it (Revkin， 2001). At the timeラu. S. withdrawal 
threatened any hopes that the Kyoto Protocol would be enacted. Producing 25 per cent of 
the wor1d's GHGヲtheU.S. was the key player. The Japanese public tended to side with 
the EU and criticize the a汀oganceofthe US in rejecting the Kyoto Protocol (personal 
communication，former EAJ official， March 15，2001). 
At the July meeting in Bonn (COP 6 bis)ラtheU.S. delegation mostly sat on the 
sidelines， neither participating in the Kyoto Protocol discussion nor presenting an 
altemative proposal. At the start of COP 6 bisぅJapaneseand Australian officials both 
73 
stated they would not agree to the Kyoto Protocol without the U.S. Since the U.S. 
produced 36.1 percentぅJapan8.5 percent and Australia 2.1 percent ofthe industrialized 
world's carbon dioxide， their totalラ46.3percent， would prevent reaching the goal of 55 
percent ofworld emissions. This would have killed the Protocol outright (OmutaぅJuly
16，2001). 
However， toeveryone's surprise， atthe end ofthe week ofnegotiations in Bonn 
after long waveringヲJapanabruptly changed its position and agreed to seek ratification. 
On July 24， 2001ヲ178 countries signed the agreement to seek their own nation' s 
ratification ofthe Kyoto Protocol and its provisions. This political milestone is now 
known as the “Bonn Agreement." German Environment Minister Juergen Trittin 
commented， 
For the first time countries have committed themselves to a reduction in greenhouse 
gases" (Reuters， 2001). Among large industrial nations， only the United States refused. 
Why did J apan change its stance and “save" the Kyoto Protocol? This resulted 
from three basie intersecting factors: Japan's desire for legitimacy within the multilateral 
(anti-US unHateral) consensus at COP 6 bis， domestic political changes， and hard 
bargai'ning. Japan?s increasing involvement in European and world trade， plus its desire 
to ptay a more' si伊 ificantglobal political fole， made it seek intemational credibility. 
At this tirne" Japan' nacl T.βcorhe increasingl:y engaged in global political issues and 
l:nterstate negotiations. Success in this fieldラJapan's leaders increasingly realized， 
required i虫記mat:ionalcredibility. Japan yeamed to take a globalleaclership ro le 
ind:ependeiitioflu.S..'preferences，. .Inde'ed， a famous. Japanese poliucian had earlier 
derrU1I'l'decl'that Japian sta抗 saying“No!"to U.8. pressure' (Ishihara， 1991). Due to its 
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legacy and Constitution， Japan could not take a globalleadership role in setting world 
economic or military policy. But Japan had attained reknown for Its earlier domestic 
policies. Moreover， the Kyoto Protocol had been “made in Japan." So Japanese elites 
and public inclined toward staking Japan's claim to global1eadership on the Kyoto 
Protocol. 
Defending the Kyoto Protocol became somewhat a matter of nationaI pride. F or 
the first timeラJapan'snational identity merged with a symbol ofpopular global 
Ieadership. Even MITI became more convinced about global warmingラandbegan to 
apply its pragmatic economic stewardship to the problem. Despite disagreement on 
detailsうMITIJEAJagreement pushed the government forward on measures to cope with 
global warming -the first steps to real change. 
Second， a domestic political earthquake had occurred in early 2001. The LDP， 
seeking to boost its fading popularityラhadagreed to allow ordinary party members to vote 
for the party leader (and thus for the Prime Minister [PM]). This new voting system 
resuIted in the ascension of a “dark horse" challenger -Junichiro Koizumi -to the post 
of party leader and PM. Koizumi had campaigned on the determination to weaken the 
entrenched “construction state" elites and reform the ailing Japanese economy. As PM， 
concerning the Kyoto Protocol， Koizumi had intended to mediate between the EU and the 
U.S. Howeverぅfacedwith a stark choice， he wanted to avoid criticism from the European 
Union and developing nations that supported the Protocol. 
Third， MITI and Japanese businesses stil1 opposed a radical reduction in 
greenhouse gasses. They claimed that Japan had already installed near the maximum in 
energy efficiencies (Nishiyama 2001). They pushed Japan to demand big concessions in 
75 
retum for ratifシingProtocol: dropping any penalties、againsta nation for not meeting its 
GHG reduction goals; using a facilitative approach to encourage compliance; and 
allowing Japan to deduct 3.8 percentage points of its 6 percent GHG reduction goal to 
counting carbon 'absorption by its forests. Counting the carbon absorption of forests had 
been a compromise soughtちythe US. That Japan won it greatly reduced its carbon 
reduction burden， thus weakening the short田termeffectiveness ofthe Protocol. 
Breaking with the U.S. and agreeing to seek ratification ofthe Kyoto Protocol at 
Bonn gave J apan a certain taste of independence in foreign policy. Long accustomed to 
folIowing the lead ofthe U.S. in that realm， Japan had been企ustratedat its junior role in 
intemational affairs. Ishihara， asnoted above， had urged his country to say“No!" to U.S. 
policy leadership. By saying “Yes!" to the Protocol， Japan had also said“No!" to the 
U.S.， and took a sign沼cantand positive step toward having an independent international 
VOlce. 
Overall， similar concessions to other nations reduced the global greenhouse gas 
reductions to less thanれvopercent. In contrastヲU.N.scientists have argued that a 60 
percent cut in GHGs is need'ed to avert disaster. Accordingly， environmental groups have 
taken to calling the Bonn agreement “Kyoto皿Lite"(MacDonaldラ2001).Greenpeace 
calculates that the f1exibili守mechanismsagreed to in Bonn wiU allow world GHG 
emissions to actually riseラnotfaH. But Klaus To.epfer， head ofthe UN Environment 
Program， be1ieves that emissions will fal， but nearly as much as hoped. He said，“Iam 
absolutely convinced thatthis is a very important basis for the future'fight against global 
warming~' (Reuters， 200lb). 
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Oespite its initial weaknesses， then， the Kyoto Protocolラsregulatory framework 
remains a very significant accomplishment. 1n normative termsラitstrongly legitimates 
the concept of global warming and the need for action. Furthermore， the Bonn agreement 
has institutionalized the Kyoto Protocol as a global “fact，" complete with annual U.N. 
review process where nations wilI have to report their progress. These are important 
steps toward creating a set ofworld皿widerules that fairly distribute the burdens of 
greenhouse gas reduction. 
Discussion 
The Japanese state did not make a unified response to global warming. As the 
preceding narrative illustrates， itsresponses differed by sector and changed over time. 
From the late 1980s to the early 2000s， Japanese state response moved through four 
phases: reluctance and resistance， symbolic response， domestic policy preparation and 
institution building， and finally an independent global policy engagement. We must aslむ
then， what caused this tr母ectoryof Japanese state response? 
We started with four general hypotheses about the causes of state response: 
domestic rationalist， international rationalist， domestic constructivist， and intemational 
constructivist. These hypotheses concern the modes by which the state changes its 
policies， the pressures it responds to and the sources ofthose pressures. 1n particular， 
they concem the relative capacitiesうmotivesand forms ofmutual persuasion among the 
state， the business community， civil societyラandinternational actors. 00 one or more of 
these general hypotheses adequately explain Japan's tr匂ectoryof response? Must we 
seek other explanations? 
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ln the“I・eluctantpa坑ner"phase， global warming had not yet become socially 
“constructed" as a problem in Japan. Outside of a few officials in the Environmental 
Ministryラandsome activists and scientists， policy-makers and the public did not 
recognize“global warming" as a problem. Vociferous criticism by the few concerned 
actors， mostly intemational branch NGOsラstimulatedlitle response. The lack of broad 
problem consciousness contributed， for instance， toJapan's initial rejection of ozone 
layer depletion policies. In this case， MITI and business priorities for economic growth 
initially triumphed over environmental protection. It took “intemational rationalist" 
pressures， inthe form of potential trade sanctions from the USヲtobring J apan into 
conformity with the Montreal ProtocoI on reducing the use of ozone圃layerdepleting 
gasses. 
In the “first steps" phase， the concept of global warming attained definitive 
intemational recognition as a serious problem at the 1992 UNCED Conference in Rio. 
Moreover， the Rio Declaration， FCCC and Agenda 21 posed distinct challenges and 
guidelines concerning how states would react to the problem. Japan signed the 1992 Rio 
Declaration and associated documentsラasdid the US and many other countries. 
Signature amounted only to agreement in principle， not commitment to action. But Japan 
(and many European countries) took the FCCC and Agenda 21 proposals with some 
seriousness. In JapanラtheEnvironmental Agency took vigorous action within its limited 
capacities to facilitate response to these neW agendas. HoweverうMITIremained opposed 
to substantive concessions. Accordingly， the Japanese govemment's early policies 
toward global warming were mostly symbolic gestures. 
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In the third phaseラimportantstructural and ideological changes in Japan's 
domestic political regime enabled a deeper recognition of global warming as a problem. 
Unprecedented 1993 electoral successes gave power to politicians less tied to the 
dominant elites and hence more favorable to environmental protection. The new regime 
rewrote Japan's basic environmentallaws around the Rio principles of sustainabilityラ
including global warming. It set up policies and institutions to meet Agenda 21 goals by 
networking with citizens， including some NGOs. The Environmental Agency set up a 
key environmental "think tank" dedicated to finding solutions to global environmental 
problems. MITI followed suit by directing one of its existing think tanks to that pu中ose.
The political parties formed their own coordinating organization for this purpose as well. 
Coincidentlyうthe1995 earthquake gave citizens a stronger sense of self-reliance， 
invigorating civil society. With greater assurance and legitimacy， NGOs began to 
demand the fulfillment of Agenda 21 style participation in govemment decision-making. 
The more receptive ministriesラEnvironmentand Foreign Affairs， responded positively. 
This phase is not well explained by the four hypotheses alone. Neither rationalist 
interestうgroupcontentionラnorconstructivist change about global warming per se， seem to 
be the principle driving force. Rather， the core feature is a regime change resulting from 
longer historical structur叫 andideological trends， but spurred by sudden economic and 
geophysical shocks. This regime change then enabled the specific institutionalぅpolicy
and ideological transformations in Japan needed to respond adequately to global 
warming. These changes in tum spread the legitimacy of and capacity for action on 
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global warming wider through Japanese society. In this wayラtheyprepared the ground 
for Japan to take a more active role on the global stage. 
In the fourth phase， a number of factors led Japan to take a more active 
international role in globaI warming negotiations. These factors included Japan's (pa口ly
economically motivated) desire to play a more prominent international political roleヲthe
national symbolism of the Kyoto Protocolラthegrowing sCIentific legitimacy of 
anthropogenic global warming， domestic political changes in Japan including a new 
electoral system and a strengthening civil societyラandJapan's s江ccessin weakening (its 
own) proposed GHG reduction targets. A complex synergy ofthese factors led to Japan 
“saving" the Kyoto Protocol atBonn in July 2001. Among the noted factors， we can 
observe examples of each of the four potential causes theorized at the sta礼 Weresome 
alone among them necessary and sufficient to produce the outcome? Clearlyぅglobal
constructivist factors and rationalist played much more important roles in Japan's 
decision than in times past. Only a very detailed tracing of Japanラsinternal process of 
decision-tnaking， thoughラcouldhope to permit a more astute weighing of their relative 
lmportance. 
Conclusion 
Japanese state response to global warming is a moving targetラitscauses and 
outcomes shifting over time. The m司orchanged emerged as a kind ofpunctuated 
equi1ibrium. Environmental politics before the political upheavals ofthe 1990s were 
more driven by a domestic “treadmill" of economic interestsラexceptwhen severely 
challenged by waves of protest around 1970. In generalラcivilsociety was weak and the 
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state exercised relative freedom to negotiate with business over policy priorities. This 
represented the tai 1 end of the so嗣called“1955Regime"一consistentdominance by the 
LDP， the economic ministriesラandbig business interests， punctuated by occasional 
upheavals from local civil society. Under this situationヲdomesticeconomic nationalism 
largely shaped the political and economic agenda. At the major 1970 concession point， 
though， under intense citizen pressure reinforced by international criticismラtheJapanese 
political system was capable of effective response. In sumぅdomesticrationalist factors 
largely explain this political situation， and account for the Japanese state's initial refusal 
to participate in global climate change agreements. 
A plate tectonic shift releases tensions between two plates， causing an earthquake. 
In like manner， domestic institutional changes allowed the Japanese state to align itself 
more closely to the policies demanded by a growing global problem -global warming. 
The falI ofthe LDP from Diet Control， ofthe Upper House (Sangi 'in) in 1989 and ofthe 
more powerful Lower House in 1993 (Shugi 'in)， set off a chain of institutional， social and 
ideological transformations in Japan that are stil in f1ux. The 1989 and 1993 electoral 
losses ofthe LDP resulted from the build田upof popular discontent -voters unhappy 
about the economy， LDP corruption and ineptness， and fears about the environment. This 
pressure forced the LDP into an effort to recoup disaffected voters through nationalう
rather than local patronageラmeasures.F or the first timeヲtheLDP invited party members 
to vote on its selection of party leader. Accordingly， the growing political self-awareness 
of civil societyラthoughnot strongly targetβd at global warming per se， played a crucial 
role in Japan' s eventual support for the Protocol at Bonn. 
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During this period， the global situation and Japan's involvement were also 
changing. Economically， J apan was moving to an increasingly multilateral trade regime， 
with stronger ties to Europe and Asia. As such， Japan's global economic interests pushed 
it deeper into a web of intemational ties and agreements bound by generalized global 
norms. To deal with this growing complexity， Japan's elites slowly became aware ofthe 
need to follow generalized norms， rather then just the dictates of bilateral ties. In order to 
stabilize this normative regime， Japan hoped to exercise more leadership and gain better 
credibility. Given its handicaps in other policy domainsラtheevolving global 
environmental regime became Japan's hope for globalleadership. At the same timeラ
climate science and Japan 's geophysical vulnerability also encouraged support for the 
Kyoto Protocol. Through this processラintemationalconstructivist normative factors 
assumed causal significance increasingly equal to domestic factorsうindetermining Prime 
Minister Koizumi's decision to“save" the Kyoto Protocol in Bonn. 
Overall， thenうtheJapanese case indicates a shifting mixture of causal factors at 
work. The adequate explanation of Japan' s global warming politics moves from 
domestic factors to increasingly globalized factors. At the same timeうitmoves from 
more distinctly rationalist factors based on national economic prosperity， toincreasing 
state reliance upon more constructed， normative factors as guides in dealing with an 
increasingly complex， uncertain global community and environment. 
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Abstract 
In 1992， the United Nations Conference on Environmental and Development in Rio promulgated 
agreements that established new global norms on environmental problems. Agenda 21 urged that 
governments allow greater direct political participation by non国governmentalラnorトprofit
organizations (NGOsINPOsぅhereafterNGOs) in the making of environmental policy. Direct 
participationラitassumed， would increase the “voice" and influence of citizens affected by 
environmentaI changeヲcreate“stakeholder democracy" and help resolve environmental problems. 
At the same time， thoughラcriticscharge that governments use formaI participation as a“cover，" 
co四optingNGOs and legitimizing govemment policy. Since then， the government of Japan has 
allowed new environmental NGOs formal membership on advisory councils and a role in writing 
policy legislation. Taking up this case， we investigate the effect of formal participation upon 
substantive influence for Japanese NGOs in 1997 (just before the Kyoto Conference). Does 
formal participation improve or reduce an NGOラschances of having“voice" (being heard by) 
and influencing the authorities? The changes occur at the turbulent confluence of global and 
domestic change. The results should depend upon the reasons. Does the state (composed ofthe 
govemment ministries) allow greater participation because officials believe the new global 
norms? Or to avoid sanctions from international governmental or noルgovemmental
organizations? Or because domestic NGOs have acquired powerful resources， such as needed 
information or control over blocs ofvoters? Or has the state historically al10wed participation by 
new citizen groups as a strategy of incorporation? Depending on the mechanismラthe
effectiveness ofNGO pa口icipationcould vary greatly. The 1997 Global Environmental Policy 
Network (GEPON) survey on global climate change policy-making in Japan provided data on 
NGO participation in the Central Environmental Advisory Council under the Environmental 
Agency. NGOs that gained“良11"formal participation had: domestic origin， important resources 
(votes or information)ラpro-Japanorientation and few intemational contacts. Compared to 
participating NGOsぅexcludedNGOs exercised much more perceived influence within the whole 
issue domain. The Environmental Agency received vital information and attributed influence to 
al the NGOs equally. The results indicate that for NGOs， compared to formal participationラ
non-participation generates as much or more substantive influence over policy content. This 
contradictory outcome occurred due to the Japanese state's a社emptto govern by its historical 
domestic corporatist logic (cかoptingmoderate citizen groups) under conditions of globalization 
(increasing substantive influence for intemational organizations). 
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Introd日ction
NOlトgovernmentalorganizations (NGOs) are becoming an increasingly potent political 
force around the world. Agenda 21， one ofthe global agreements reached at the 1992 Rio UN 
Conference on Environment and Developrnent， prornoted the participation ofNGOs in 
environmental policy-making. Voting is a forn of participation， but it works indirectly through 
elected representatives. The “representative" process rnay discount the urgent concerns of 
affected gro羽ps.Agenda 21 advocates direct participation in making policy by stakeholder 
groups on advisory councils and other ways. ln this viewうNGOscan be “moral stakeholders." 
Agenda 21 assumes that direct participation wil give stakeholder voices more influence over 
policy content， thereby improving its chances of solving critical problems. 
Direct citizen participation， while it evokes visions ofparticipatory democracy， raises a 
host ofissues {Mansbridge XXXX}. Ideallyラformalparticipation should help citizen groups get 
the authorities to listen and take their concems seriously. Some scholarsラthoughラcomplainthat 
NGOs， asspecial groups， are not representative， and by refusing to compromise they are 
inefficient…they stalemate the policy-rnaking process {Huntington et al XXXX}. Other 
scholars complain that participation is “fake，" that the state uses formal citizen participation as 
“cover" to co-opt the groups and legitimize its own policies. ln Japanぅcriticssay the 
government uses citizen advisory councils in this way， asan“invisibility clo汰"(kakuremino) to 
hide government control. 
Ineffective citizen participation involves the distinction beれveenformal(superficial， 
keishikiteki) and substantive (effectiveぅgenuinelyinfluential) participation (akin to Max Weber' s 
same distinction concerning rationality) {Weber XXXX}. The po1itical and sociological 
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analysis ofthe concept of power revolves around this distinction {Weber XXXX; Alford & 
Friedland 197X; Lukes XXXX; Wrong XXXX}. Alford & Friedland， for instanceラdistinguish
participation without power and power without participation {XXXX: XXX}. They reserve the 
later concept for powerful business interestsラbutit may apply to NGOs as well. Summarizing 
much of the literature， Lukes distinguishes three “faces" of power: (genuinely) participatory， 
manipulated (by powerful interests) and hegemonic (control over public thought) {Lukes 
XXXX}. The growth of a sector of associations that can articulate and press for citizen interests， 
civil society， has long been acknowledged as crucial for democracy {deToqueville XXXX; 
Durkheim XXXX; Putnam XXXX}. The conditions under which citizens can effectively 
participate in politics remains an enduring and central issue in the social sciences. 
Considering the case of Japanぅthispaper examines the pattem of participation by 
domestic and international NGOs in the Japanese govemment's process of making climate-
change related policy. When environmental movements arose in the 1960sラtheJ apanese state 
largely tried to ignore them. But by the 1990sラitwas starting to allow them some formal 
participationラincludingjoining govemment advisory councils and helping to write political 
legislation. What factors made the Japanese state allow this increased participation? And how 
effective is such participation? To be a real participant， an NGO must transfer vital information 
to and have influence upon the authorities. If participation in an advisory council and helping to 
write legislation gives an NGO direct “voice" to a ministry， then the “お1"participant NGOs 
should have the highest scores on vital information and influence with that ministry. If， however， 
advisory councils ar弘前 criticscharge， merely “invisibility cloaks" (kakuremino)ラthen
“excluded" NGOs might attain more voice and influence. 
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From both practical and theoretical perspectives， one can think of a number of possible 
mechanisms that could bring about greater citizen participation around an issue. Mechanisms 
are sequences of behavior that bring about an effect {Tilly， etal. 2001 }. We have expanded 
upon this concept to define three components of mechanisms. Actors -units that are the source 
of pressure or its target; Modes -hard and soft sanctions by which pressure is exerted; Contexts 





Pressure to allow moreparticipation to environmental NGOs could have come from 
several different sources. It could have arisen from within Japanese government ministries 
themselves. This policy may be in accord with traditional strategies of co皿optingrising social 
groups and demands， orcould have been drafted with an eye to global leadership status. 
Altemately， the pressure may have come from a growing domestic civil society， either in the 
form of politicaI threat， ordue to the govemment' s need for citizen information and cooperation. 
Given globalization， the sources may also have been合omoutside of Japanぅperhapsdue to the 
new norms established by intemational govemance bodies such as the United Nations， or
? ? ???? ?
because of demands from international non-govemmental organizations (INGOs) like 
Greenpeace or World Wildlife Fund. 
The mode of change concerns the sanctions the source organizations used to cause the 
Japanese govemment to allow greater participation. ln essenceヲthesecould be either “hard" 
(coerciveラeconomic)or “soft'ラ(persuasive，discursive). The hard mode lies at the heart of 
conflict (“realist") theoryラAdomInates B using superior resources and strategies. ln the soft 
mode， the axiom of neo-institutional (“constructivist") theoryラApersuades B based on superior 
norms， legitimacy， and knowledge {Keck & Sikkink XXXX; Jepperson & Meyers 1991} 
Table One presents a general schema ofthese four alternative mechanisms (and subtypes). 
Table 1: Hypothetical Mechanisms of Parlicipation 
Following this logic， our research question may be stated as: 
During the 1990s， what mechαnism (combinαtion ofsouγcesαnd modes of injluence) 
bγoughtαbout the pαγticipαtion of some NGO/NPOs but not otheγs in the Japanese 
government climαte chαnge policy-making pγocess? 
Participation by citizen representatives in local and national govemment advisory 
councils (shingikai) has a long history in Japan. The Japanese government allows participation 
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ちycitizens on advisory councils (shingikai). There are over 800 shingika人witha total of 16う000
seats. Until recently at least， participants have been mostly representatives ofbusiness 
associationsラselectedacademic experts， and in particular，“Old Boys" or ministerial retirees now 
in business or civil positions. The 1990s saw the rapid growth of environmental NGOs. Some 
gained formal seats on govemment advisory councils， while others did not. Some helped to 
write environmental legislation， but others did no1. Why did this pa社ernof participation occurヲ
and was it trivial and symbolic， oreffective? 
To pursue this in司uirywith some precision， we na汀owour focus to a very specific issue四
圃 therelative participation and inf1uence of climate-change related domestic NGO庁.JPOsand 
international INGOs in the Central Environmental Advisory Council (ChuoKankyoShingikai) 
under the Environmental Agency (In 1997， KanわlOcho.Since the reorganization of 200 1う
Environmental Ministry or Kanわ)osho)of the Japanese government. Firstラwehave to find out 
which types ofNGOs sit on advisory councils and help write legislation. Then we have to 
explain the mechanisms that brought about this pa仕emof participation. We have developed four 
hypotheses about these mechanisms and present them below. Each hypothesis ends with a 
tentative prediction about what NGOsぅifthehypothesis is valid， would be likely to get the most 
formal participation. Since many other variables may also affect these outcomesラsuch
predictions have a “fuzzy" or uncertain status. 
Hypothesis One A & B: Domesfic Civil Society 
In this scenarioうcitizenassociations constituting civil society in Japan have the resources 
to force the govemment to include them in advisory councils and writing legislation. This source 
of participation is predicted by the application of resource mobilization theoryぅwhichc1aims that 
protest arises when groups have sufficient resources to be effective {Tilly 1978; McCarthy & 
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Zald 1977}. 1n Hypothesis lA， itis “hard" resources such as control over blocs ofvoters that 
persuade the state greater participation to so-endowed NGOs. ln Hypothesis 1Bラthestate seeks 
“soft'ラresourcessuch as vital information and cooperation in carrying out environmental tasks 
and opens participation to NGOs that provide that. The domestic NGOs successfully use these 
resources to pressure the state to let them participate on environmental advisory councils. A 
foreign example ofHlA would be the German Green party. 
If Hypothesis One is valid， domestic NGOs with more resources (mernbership， 
budget)， more vital information， more receipt of information and political support from 
other domestic organizations will gain more participation. As subsets of this hypothesis， 
Hypothesis lA stresses the importance of hard resources (membership， budget) while 
Hypothesis lB gives priority to possession of information. 
Hypothesis. Two: The “'Boomerang" E庁ect.
When domestic NGOs are weak and the state does not respond to their appeals， they may 
“cal for help" from international NGOs or international govemmental organizations (1GOs). 1n 
this scenario， the INOO or 100 then applies “hard" sanctions to the government in question in an 
attempt to get it to become more receptive to the issue， ifnot to the specific NGO. Though just 
voluntary associationsうinternationalNGOs can sometimes bring costly sanctions， to bear upon 
recalcitrant govemments or corporations. These sanctions inc1ude pressure on important third 
parties such as the World Bank or the !Jnited Nationsラaswell as direct sanctions such as 
boycotts and intemational exposure and embarrassment. Under these pressures frortl abroad， 
states sometimes give in. They may improve the contested policy， and 社leymay even.aHQw 
more direct participation by stakeholder groups or NGOs. However， inthe， la仕et0ase， the newl y 
participating NGOs might not be the ones that originally complained to the INU0i (Katherine 
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Sikkinkラpersonalcornmunication). For instanceうinthe early 1990s the Japan branch of the 
international NGO named Friends ofthe Earth staged demonstrations criticizing the Japanese 
govemment's suppo口forthe World Bank's plan to fund lndiaラsNarmada Dam. This 
internationally-related pressure may have strongly contributed to Japan' s eventual withdrawal of 
support frorn the plan. 
If Hypothesis Two is valid， the Japanese state could react to international pressure 
in different ways. If the issue is not greater participation itse民thestate could adjust the 
policy of complaint. If the issue is greater participation， the most obvious way to reduce 
the pressure would be to allow more participation to domestic (or foreign branch) NGOs 
with strong information and political support from INGOs and IGOs. However， the state 
might allow more participation， but only to favored NGOs. 
Hypothesis Three: the Diffusion of New Global Norms 
Realist perspectives focus on the coercive and material costs and benefits driving the 
policies of states. But constructivist perspectives argue that social institutions and cultural norms 
define their motivationsヲgoalsand actions. According to constructivist， orin sociology“neo-
institutionalist" perspectivesぅaglobaI culture defined by multilateral and intemational 
agreements affects state authorities and their decisions {Meyer， etal. 1997; Finnemore & 
Sikkink 1998}. In this view， states are relatively passive actorsぅcontinuallyaccepting new global 
norms and .agreements， rather than rea1ist actors strategically and cynically pursuing their own 
interests. Constructivist scholars point to conferences and treaties such as the Beijing 
Conference on Women and many other protocols as examples of global culture {Finnemore & 
Sikkink 1998; Keck & Sikkink 1998}. Similarlyヲneo-institutionalistattribute the spread of 
environmental agencies around the world to this kind of normative diffusion {Frankヲetal. 2001; 
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Meyer， etal. 1997}. Domestic and international NGOs can also gain recognition and legitimacy 
as the “diffusers" ofthe new global norms {Meyer， etal. 1997; Boli & Thomas 1999}. Kim 
Reimann argues that in the early 1990s， new international no口nssupporting citizen involvement 
in official development aid projects caused the Japanese government to increase its support for 
voluntary international development四relatedNGOs 1990s {Reimann 2001 a; 2001 c}. Japan is 
known for its sensitivity for foreign pressure (gaiatsu) and this sensitivity may extend to 
international NGOs. 
The United Nations Conference on Environment and Development held in Rio de Janeiro， 
Brazil in 1992 was a global norm setting event of the first magnitude. Among the multinational 
agreements reached there， Agenda 21 urged that governments al10w greater NGO participation in 
environmental policy making. 
If Hypotbesis Three is correct， the Japanese state would become generally more 
open to participation by al establisbed environmental NGOs予domesticor foreign， not j ust 
a select feW. Or， it might grant the most pa吋icipationto the most internationally帽
connected NGOs， those that most express the new g.JobaJ norm. 
Hypothesis Four A & B: The Logic of the State 
1n this scenぽio，the state is primari1y-driven by its own intemallogic. In H4A， the state 
is an autoFlom'()US' actor that pursues: its own iIl'terests using instrumental realist strategies {Evans， 
et al. 1985}. 1n a re、ali.st.appFoach， for examp:leラS:c:hre.ursargued that the Japanese govemment's 
gl'Oballeadetsh:ip 00 eHn1fate:;Gharrge issues' in the"1s)9、'@sιreflecteda ealcuJatea a枕emptto gamer 
greaぉI"Inte't語紙ionallegitI:rmac.y{$chreu:rsゆ96，;:Maull 1992}. 
B泌 i'N，H4B¥tbre state thHows tm:e， hahitual pnacticeS-. de:Uhe"d lDy Its institutiona日zednorms
mt<U' va1:¥1es， with0ti主'mueh、ih総ntIfOhat，初、s.tttimentalsttaぬgy{S'.chofer & Fourcade幽GourInchas
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2001}. The political institutions which affect NGO participation are statism and corporateness. 
Statism is the degree to which powerful central bureaucracies rule politics {Jepperson & Meyer 
1991 }. Corporateness is the degree to which civic associations are incorporated into hierarchies 
under central leadership {Jepperson & Meyer 1991; Schofer & Fourcade四Gourinchas2001 } . 
Pluralist democracies tend to have low values on both ofthese dimensions. In corporatist 
democraciesラthoughラcentralministries make national policy by negotiation with the peak 
associations of hierarchies of civil associations (mainly business councils and labor unions). 
They may extend this practice to other types of associations such as NGOs {Schofer & 
Fourcade-Gourinchas 2001}. According to Schofer and Fourcade回Gourinchasぅ
In corporate countries， the state encouragesαI forms of col1ective organization as the main channel for 
political incorporation and usually provides generous support幽 providedassociations are Iarge， nationwide， 
democraticaIIy run， and structured in a centralized way that authorizes negotiation and bargaining with 
administrative institutions. (2001: 814) (Emphasis that ofauthors). 
Schofer and Fourcade-Gourinchas' study found a highly significant negative relationship 
between statism and the amount of activity by new social movements such as environmental 
movements (2001: 820， Table 6). However， they found no significant relationship between 
corporateness and new social movement activity (Schofer & Fourcade-Gourinchas 2001). This 
implies that centralized bureaucracies deter the formation of civic associationsラwhile
corporatism does not deter them but organizes them for better control. 
Neo-institutional scholars assume that institutions operate by their own autonomous 
logic. Howeverラarealist perspective wilI see institutions as controlled and maintained by 
dominant elites for strategic purposes. The Japanese state with its strong national ministries is 
very statist. Japanese society with its distinct hierarchies of industrial associations and unions 
is very corporatist {Broadbent & Ishio 1998}. Whether prompted by instrumental strategies or 
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by habit， Japanese officials try to guide and manage the nation through statist and corporatist 
mechanisms {Broadbent 2003; Pekkanen 2000; Mastanduno， etal. 1989}. 
If Hypothesis Four is correct， participation by NGOs will occur long before the 1992 
Agenda 21. The state wiII use internal criteria to pick NGOs. If it is following a realist， 
conflict logic， it might give more participation to NGOs that pose the most political threat， 
in order to coopt them. Such NGOs would have more membership and budget. If the state 
follows a neo・institutionallogic，thought， it would pick“like皿mi自ded"compliant NGOs 
with few international connections that would go along with that logic. 
Data and Methods 
Our assessment ofNGO political inc1usion uses the policy network approach. This was 
developed in the 1980s {Laumann & Knoke 1985} and extended to a comparative scale in the 
1990s {Knokeヲetalヲ1996}including the senior authors ofthis paper. The Global 
Environmental Policy Network (GEPON) surveyラdesignedand conducted by principle 
investigator Yutaka Tsujinaka ofTsukuba Universitylラgrewout of this stream of research. In 
1998 Jeffrey Broadbent conducted follow-up interviews with several key respondents to ensure 
the accuracy ofthe data. Additional1yラStephanieDevitt so叫ghtthe insights of several key 
Japanese environmental NGO actors and experts in 2001， aswell as collecting biographical data 
on the NGO四respondents.
The GEPON survey attempted to interview 128 organizations in the Japanese climate 
change policy sectorラselectedby use of publ ic record and expert panel as the key domestic 
business， bureaucraticうpolitical，quasi田govemmentalラandNGO actors (Table 2). These 128 
organizations constituted not a “sample，" but rather the entire “universe" of the policy don1ain -
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al the major organizations engaged in global climate 
change issue in 1997 J apan. The survey sought out 
the most politically knowledgeable officer of each 
organization to respond for the organization. 
Of the 128 targeted organizations， using face-
to-face interviews the survey collected 103 completed 
questionnaires. The questionnaire also inc1uded 33 
international govemmentalうeconomic，and non回
governmental organizational actorsラbutonly in so far 
as they had ties to the 103 domestic respondent 












ln this paper， we focus on the responses ofthe fourteen NGO respondents (Table 4ヲ
Japanese names in Appendix A). These associations represented the major NGO actors in 
climate change 
issues in 1 997. 




occurred， and had 
only a partial or 
indirect focus on 
them. 
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The GEPON survey contains questions about organizational participation in five focusing 
on specific pieces of Japanese climate-change related legislation2 plus one question on the 
various kinds of participation and pressure used by organizations. Within these six questionsラwe
counted up the number oftimes an organization mentioned instances ofparticipation on advisory 
committees and in helping to write legislation (Appendix C). 
In order to discuss why certain environmental NGOs received invitations for political 
participation while others did notうweexamined the organizational data collected through the 
GEPON surveysうconductedadditional interviewsラandcompiled other information on each NGO. 
These data form variables that define the pathways to different kinds of formal participation. 
The limited number of cases in the GEPON data prohibits the effective use of statistical 
measures to test these variables. Rather， we have relied on the logic table (“truth table") 
approach to comparative research， asarticulated by Charles Ragin {Ragin 1989: Chapters ふ8}.
In accordanc.e with this approach， we constructed a“logic table" (TabJe 5) to compare each NGO 
as an independent case3. Each NGO had scores on a number ofkey independent variables 
(organizational type うdomestic resourees ぅ1a叩pa釦n.戸ゆ"
networ比kαS吟)ラ aswell as on a categorical variable determined by scores on two participation 
variables indicating the type of formal participation. The table used in the body of this paper 
presents the variables as four categot'Icallevels， zero， Low， Medium. and Highヲinreference to the 
range of seores for that variable (for raw numerical scores， see Appencl'ix B). 
Variables 
The organi呂ationalvariables include networks of vital inform.ation and politicaI support， 
among the 103 domestic organizati0us a:s weU as with the 33 intemational organizations. We 
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also measured the organizations' reputation for influence and organizational resources-
membership， budget， information-providing capacityぅandthe organizational form. Further 
information includes participation in policy-making events and degree of interest in different 
issues， but most of these are not used in this paper. 
Organizational Forms. 
Analysis ofthe survey data as well as NGO-biographical data identified four key 
organizational forms among Japanese NGOs: single田unitdomestic (Type= S)， intemational 
branch (Type= B)， chapter (Type= C)， and forum (Type=F) (Table 5). Domestic single-unit 
NGOsぅthoughthey may possess smal1 
volunteer offices at multiple locations， 
political1y exists as one single office and a IJASON CHAPTERS 
CASA CHAPTERS 
highly centralized organizational structure. I JCCU CHAPTERS 
UPPCAN CHAPTERS 
As demonstrated by Table 5， relatively few I WBS-J CHAPTERS 
JELC CHAPTERS 
organizations have adopted this highly I JANIC FORUM 
I ~=~~1 FORUM centralized organizationaI structure. Branch SINGLE UNIT JξCO 
i CUJ SINGLE UNIT NGOs are simply Japanese branches of PARC SINGLE UNIT 
GP-J BRANCH 
intemational or transnational NGOs such as I Ww-F-J BRANC汁
Greenpeace and WWF. While such affiliates I ED90-Q。 BRANCH 
exist in many countries， within Japan， branch NG'Os maintain a position as essentially foreign 
organizations vis-a-vis Japanese society， including domestic NGOs. 
Many J apanese NGOs exist as a distributed set of chapter officesぅbondedby one weak， 
over-arching structure. By adopting a chapter皿structure，NGOs may maintain the community 
embeddedness oftraditionaI Japanese neighborhood organizations and yet coordinate poIiticaI 
???????? ?
?
activities on behalf of a national constituency. The Japan ConsumerうsCo田operativeUnion 
(JCCU)， which has maintained its hαn structure since 1958 (Suzuki， personal correspondence)， 
most clear1y depkts the organizational advantages ofthis chapter structure. Through this han 
structure， members work and identifシwitheach other in a community setting while the Japan 
Consumer's Co-Operative Union umbrella organization lobbies on behalf of a1 han 
organizations at the nationallevel (Suzuki personal co汀espondence;Kurimoto 1996). 
Furthermore， asnationallevel NGOs， these groups have access to international political and 
NGO connections not as common for community-Ievel NGOs. 
"Forum" NGOs constitute the final NGO organizational structure adapted to the Japanese 
political and social context. While umbrella NGO coalitions from almost a1 countries have 
become commonplace at intemational environmental conferences， these umbrella coalitions take 
on increased value and meaning for Japanese NGOs. The fact that many such coalitions often 
develop into permanent global environmental NGOsラsuchas People's .Forum UNCED's 
transition to People's Forum 2001 and the Kiko Forum's continuation as Kiko Network， 
demonstrates this structure's unique significance. Specifically， aspreviously mentionedラthe
institutional structure ofthe Japanese government poses several obstacles for NGOs seeking noル
profit status， informationぅorany other necessary resources (Yamakoshi 2001; Pekkanen 2000). 
By transforming from a set of diverse NGOs with similar concems i岱 ueto an NGO coalition 
entirely focused on that concem， Forum NGOs both weaken the obstacles faced by Japanese 
NGOs and fil a “niche" otherwise almost void within Japanese civil society (Forrest， personal 
correspondence). 1n working together， these Forum NGO members can share information， 
funding， and independent domestic and intemationaI networks. For examp:le" the People's Forum 
2001 (PF2001)， a Forum NGO by国productof PeopleヲsEorum UNCED， maintains numerous 
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domestic and international networks generated at UNCED and in the prior activities of founder 
Shunsuke 1wasake and relies on scholarぢmembersfor independent information. 
Domestic Resources 
Social movement scholars frequently discuss resources as a central factor in the sustained 
success of a movement (see McCarthy and Zald 1977; Keck and Sikkink 1998; McAdam， 
McCarthy， and Zald 1996). As previously discussedラculturaland institutional constraints largely 
hindered Japanese NGOs' capabilities to generate resources. Howeverヲwehave identified two 
key domestic resources-relevant information and large budget and membership-that influence 
an NGO's political potential. Table 3 displays the availability ofthese resources to different 
NGOs. Japan's closed information policy and the lack ofNGO funding for data collection have 
greatly curtai1ed the ability of many NGOs to acquire relevant informationラthusprohibiting 
many from making independent contributions to policy dialogues. 1n fact， only the organizations 
that reported relevant information generation4 participated in advisory commIttees. Other 
organizations relied on government ministries， intemational NGOs (INGOs)， orother secondary 
sources for their data. Similarly， the ability of an NGO to generate a large budget and 
membership within the harsh Japanese cultural and political context also resulted in forms of 
political participation. 
Japan Orientation. 
Climate change entered the Japanese political arena as a top-down process frOlTI 
intemational pressures. This mode of entry has created a divide among climate change NGOs 
between those created in response to this intemational attention and pre四existingNGOs who 
merely added cIimate change to their repertoire of advocacy. The later tend to be more Japan-
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oriented. For our pu中osesぅtheJapan-oriented measure stands as a composite of information 
from GEPON dataうweb-pages，and other sources aimed at establishing an NGOs' governing 
al1egiance (either to the Japanese state or to 100s). For an exampleラanNGO coded as highly 
Japan帽orientedframes and focuses advocacy on the climate change problem as a chance for 
Japan to contribute to the worldうandcultivates strong domestic (rather than intemational) 
political networks. Conversely， NGOs wIth a low Japan-orientation cultivate numerous 
international political and advocacy networks， frequently maintain web-sites in English or 
another foreign language， and primarily developed recently as a result of international pressures 
or events. 
Domestic and International Networks. 
We measure two types of networks: Political support -a“harder" resource because it 
can cause politicians to lose elections; Vital informαtion -a “softer" resource relating to 
scientific knowledge， ideology & persuasion. These networks occur among domestic 
organizations and with international ones. Contact frequencies in intemational networks range 
from 0 t017 for information and from 0 to 7 for suppo託.Domestic network frequencies range 
from 1 to31 for information and from 0 to 5 for support. The reported frequency of domestic and 
intemational networks indicates the strength ofthe network for a given NGO. 1n Figure One， a 
typical network diagram shows the political support ties of J apanese climate change related 




Figure 1 : Poli↑ical Support Ne↑works--
In↑erna↑ional Ties of Japanese NGOs 




The findings include the typology ofNGO participation， the organizational form of 
NGOs， network images (whole & cluster) of organizational relationshipsラlogictable comparing 
NGO variables (“Pathways to Participation")， graphs of participatory types， and reputations for 
influence. 
Types of Participation 
Based upon the extent 
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participation by different 
EXCLUDED N N ED90-00 
NGOs -an outcome we want 
to explain. 
Pathways to Participation 
Ifwe put al1 these variables together into a singl'e table， coding the numerical values for 
relative strength within each variable， we get a “logic table" that shows different combinations of 
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variables that lead to different types ofparticipation (Table 7). (For raw data， see Appendix B). 
L IH IL IL IL IL IL IL IY N 
L L H L L L L L L N N EXC 
L L L L L L L M H N N EXC 
L H L H L B L H L N N EXC 
L M L M L M L M L N N EXC 
L H L L L L M L L N N EXC 
L M H M L E L L L N IN I EXC 
Form: 5 = Domestic Single unit NGO; C= Domestic NGO with Chapters; F = Domestic Forum 
(umbrella) NGO; B=しocalBranch (of foreign) NGO 
Type: POL=Political; TOK=Tokenism; EXC=Excluded 
“Steps" on the Pathways 
These logic table and figures reveal the general combination ofvariables associated with 
a given type of participation. 
• Full: Domestic organizations， variance on budget and membership (indicating not relevant)ラ
high capacity to produce own new information， Japan-oriented， many domestic 
information ties， few domestic political support ties， few political support or 
information ties with IGOs and INGOs. 
• Political: Domestic organizationsラhighon budget and membership and Japan-oI匂ntation，， 
low on al other variables. 
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Token: Domestic organizations， two pathways. 1) Generate new information but not Japan-• 
oriented (use universalistic criteria); 2) High on Japan-orientation but low on every 
other variabJe. 
Excluded: Domestic or foreign branch type organizationラnonew information of their own， 圃
not Japan-oriented (except JELC and CUJ)， litle domestic vital information ties (except 
Greenpeace Japan)ヲnodomestic political support ties， various values on IGO and 
INGO information and political support ties (Greenpeace Japan the highest). 
To clarify the pathways for each type， we present graphs ofthe variable values that lead to each 
type ofparticipation (Figure 2， 3， 4)， each followed by an interpretation. 
Figure 2: Pathways to "Full" Participation 












Fully participating NGOs participate in both advisory committees and writing legislation. 
We argue that this participation is largely due to their ahility to generate information and foster 
domestic networks. While only JASON and JCCU rely on scholars for information， JANICラS
primary focus on strengthening Japan's NGO sector positions “other NGOs" as a relevant 
independent information source. The three inf1uential NGOs maintain high domestic 
information-network levels and JASON and JANIC both maintain high domestic support圃
network levels as well. FurthermoreラJCCUholds the highest memhership among GEPON 
respondents， with a total of over 14 million memhers in the numerous han chapters across Japan 
(Suzukiラpersonalcorrespondence). AIl three organizations also maintain a high Japan-
orientation and focus advocacy on the betterment of Japan's environment， rather than the global 
environment at large. Figure 1 demonstrates JASONラsnetworks with various organizations 
inc1uding domestic business associations. 
Given the fact that JASON focuses advocacy primarily on ozone depletion， the 
organization's networks with Japanese chlorof1uorocarbon producers ref1ect a Japanese 
coIlahorative and consensus田basedラratherthan antagonisticうapproachto advocacy， which日ts
well within Japan's political traditions (see Ishio 1999). Furthermore， JANIC's numerous 
domestic NGO networks provide the NGO with legitimacy in the Japanese political systemラand
the inf1uential inclusion of JANIC provides the NGO sector with a political voice. JCCU・Kobe's
rapid public assistance after the Kobe earthquake of 1995 generated massive public support 
across Japan for JCCU as a whole {Yoshizawa 1999; Kakuchi 1995)ぅthusproviding the 
organization with a massive public constituency and political leverage rare among Japanese 
NGOs. In sumラinf1uentialNGOs maintain the information necessary for international legitimacy 
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and the consensus-based approach to Japanese policy necessary for domestic legitimacy， thus 
prompting their invited inclusion in both advisory committees and writing legislation. 













We have identified NGOs selected only to help write legislation (not to sit on advisory 
committees) as political due to their domestic political resources and large constituencies. The 
capacity of WBS-J and JECO to help write legislation reflect their powerful and integral role 
within the Japanese politicaI system. JECO and WBS-J both hold NPO status under article 34. 
They rely on ministries and members for information. They maintain some ofthe largest budgets 
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and memberships of the GEPON respondents， asboth JECO and WBS-J reported memberships 
of over 50，000. 8eyond the domestic legitimacy and political constituencies reflected in their 
massive membershipsぅthepolitical NGOs maintain resourceful domestic political networks. For 
example， JECO has representatives on the advisory boards of JANIC and PF2001 (People' s 
Forum 2001 2001; JANIC 2001)， and JECO founder Takami Yuichi previously held a seat in the 
Diet (Forrest， personal correspondence). Given the Japanese social context， these networks 
further signify strong ties to the NGO sector and Yuichi's political party of affiliation， the 
Democratic Party of Japan. FurthermoreラpoliticalNGOs maintain relatively benign advocacy 
focuses. For example， WBS-JうJapan'soldest NGOラfocuseson nature conservation and 
frequently sponsors nature hikes for members (W8S-J 2001). JECO focuses primarily on food 
safety issues and the relationship between food safety and the environment. Finally， the political 
NGOs maintain almost no intemational networks. Thus， we argue that the Japanese govemment 
selects political NGOs to help write legislation largely due to their non-controversial positions， 
resource白1domestic networksラandthe large political constituencies they represent. 
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Token NGOs participated in advisory councils but did not report actuaIIy helping to write 
legislation. This signifies “participation without power." We employ the term tokenism to 
reflect the common criticism that the Japanese government appoints NGOs to advisory 
committees as a political gesture， rather than as an effort to incorporate NGO perspectives 
{Schruers 1996}. Such NGOs maintained numerous intemational and domestic political 
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networks [1]. For example， when Shunsuke Iwasake (founded ofthe Japan International 
Volunteer Center and People's Forum 2001) participated in advisory councils on behalfof 
PF2001 he felt that government council members did not listen to his critiques (Furusawa 
personal correspondence). 
PF2001 and CASA maintain several characteristics that ref1ect 'token' political inclusion. 
Both rely on scholars and experts as a primary source of information， allowing the NGOs to 
make educated contributions to advisory committees. Furthermore， PF2001 and CASA focus 
advocacy on global environmental issues， rather than framing issues through Japan's potential 
environmental contributions. For exampleうPF2001openly opposed proposals to increase Japan 's 
ODA spending and remains critical of the ecological effects of ODA 5. These qualities ref1ect a 
low Japan-orientation. Finally， PF2001 and CASA maintain numerous international networks. 
PF200] founder Shunsuke Iwasake also founded the Japan IntemationaI Volunteer Center 
(JIVC)， an international development NGO， inthe early 1980s. Iwasake cultivated numerous 
networks with the United Nations via JIVC activities (Forrest personal correspondence)， which 
PF2001 has maintained. FurthermoreラPF2001developed numerous additional networks with the 
United Nations as a by-product ofPeople's Forum UNCED， the Japanese NGO coalition at 
UNCED (Schreurs 1997). PF2001 also cultivates numerous domestic networks through a Diet 
member serving on the organization's advisory committee and its numerous NGO-members. 
Similarly， CASA has fostered numerous INGO networks through its close relationship with the 
Climate Action Network (CAN)， a vocal and powerful Western NGO coalition working on 
climate change issuesうandgenerated numerous domestic networks as an integral actor in the 
creation ofthe Kiko Forum， a Japanese Forum岨NGOdeveloped in 1996 to cultivate NGO 
participation in COP3 {Reimann 2001 a}. 
By allowing token membership on advisory committees to information-rich NGOs with 
numerous international political ties， the Japanese government successfully wards off 
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international criticism while maintaining its traditional politicaI structure. Both NGOs embody 
international legitimacy in their numerous networks and information-generation capabilities. 
However， their international orientation and public criticism of Japanese policies prohibit the 
inclusion of tokenism NGOs in the actual writing of legislation. 
制吋除附鵬JELC'91 C 
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NGOs excIuded合omthe two types of participation lacked information and resources 
relevant to the international or domestic political needs of the Japanese government. For example， 
CUJ， JELC， and PARC al rely on other NGOs， members， and government ministries， 
respectively， for domestic information. Furthermore， asdemonstrated by Table 2， these 
organizations' low international networks， moderate domestic networks， and their low budgets 
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and memberships fail to provide the Japanese govemment with any political motivation for their 
inclusion. 
The three branch四NGOGEPON respondentsラGreenpeaceJ apan， WWF J apan， and Earth 
Day 1990串2000did not receive govemment-initiated inclusion for similar reasons. As 
demonstrated by Figure 1， these three branch-NGOs (GP-J and WWF-J being absent due to lack 
of any support ties with other domestic organizations) have not developed strong support 
networks with many domestic environmental policy actors. Furthermoreラthesethree 
organizations rely on government ministries or other organizations for Japanese environmental 
dataヲandGP-J and ED 9ふ00both have low budgets and memberships. WWF -Jdoes have a 
membership of approximately 20，000 and has obtained NPO status under Article 34. 
Furthermore， althree NGOs maintain high intemational networks of information and support， 
presumably with their international parent-NGOs. FinallyラtheseNGOs maintain a low Japan圃
orientation as organizations with stronger affiliations to their parent organizations that the goals 
ofthe Japanese govemment. Thus， we argue that the Japanese government views these branch 
NGOs as components of the adversarial INGOs responsible for the intemational criticism in the 
late 1980s. However， the inclusion of WWF-J in the Japan Council for Sustainable Development 
(JCSD) (JCSD 1997) does indicate that the Japanese govemment remains openラthoughreservedラ
to the future inclusion ofthese branch NGOs. 
Perceived Influence 
If formal participation gives powerぅashoped for in Agenda 21うthenthe perceived 
influence ofNGOs should follow their degree ofparticipation from ful through political and 
token to excluded as the most powerless. Howeverうasnoted above， critics and scholars question 
this assumption. 
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How to measure power or influence remains very controversial. Scholars have 
classicaIly distinguished several ways to identify who holds power in a community: positional-
those who hold formal office; decisional-finding those who make the actual decisions; and 
reputational-having a number ofknowledgeable people identify those persons who have great 
influence {Lukes XXXX}. The policy network approach collects data that make possible al of 
these approaches. Here we use the reputational measure of influence to see whom the political 
community recognizes as having great influence. From the list of 103 domestic and 33 
international organizations， the respondents (of 103 domestic organizations) checked offthe 
“very inf1uential" organizations in Japanese climate change politics. The total number of these 
checks gives the organization' s score for reputational influence. Table 8 shows the top ten 
domestic and international inf1uential organizations by this measure. No domestic NGOs are 
among them， but they do include one international NGO -Greenpeace. 
Among the fourteen domestic NGOs， those with the most participation did not attain the 
highest reputation for influence in the Japanese climate-change domain (Table 9). Both “tokens" 
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had higher reputations for inf1uence than both “full" participation NGOs. Moreover， Greenpeace 
Japan had a higher reputation for inf1uence than any domestic NGO. 
PARC -PacifiひAsiaResource Center 
Participation and the Environmental Agency 
As the GEPON s臼rveyconcemed climate change politics， the opportunities for 
participation and writing legislation occurred through the Central Environmental Advisory 
Council (Chuo KanかoShingikai) or one of its sub四councils.This Council is administered by the 
Environmental Agency (EA). Accordingly， when we inquire into the effect ofNGOs upon the 
authorities or the state， concretely we mean the Environmental Agency. If the Environmental 
Agency acknowledged receiving vital information from a given NGO， that would indicate a 
degree of effective “voice，" whether the NGO formally participated or not. By the same logic， if
the EA considered the NGO to be especially inf1uentialうthatwould further strengthen the 
evidence for the NGOうseffective participation. 
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Analysis of the data showed a surprising result. Three bureaus of the Environmental 
Agency responded to our survey: the Planning and Coordination Bureau ofthe Global 
Environment DepartmentラtheAir Quality Bureau and the Water Quality Bureau. All three 
bureaus reported receiving vital information from and assigned particular inf1uence to al 14 
domestic NGOs (Table 10). These findings indicate a very attentive agency， listening closely to 
al sources of information from society. Formal participation on advisory councils or helping to 
write legislation did not provide an NGO with an advantage for substantive participation. To the 
EA bureaus， al1the domestic NGOs provided vital information and had particular inf1uence in 
the climate change policy domain. 
「?







These findings are puzzling. As just shown， althe NGOs inform and inf1uence the EA's 
Global Environment Department Planning and Coordination Bureau. Andラasshown in the 
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previous section， the ful slate of 103 respondents deemed the same Bureau as the most 
influential in Japan' s entire climate change policy domain. Then why did the same 103 
respondents judge these “inf1uential" NGOsラespeciallythe ones that enjoyed formal 
participation， tohave so litle general inf1uence in the policy domain? 
Discussio日
The finding thatformal participation (membership in an advisory council， helping to 
write legislation) did not necessarily lead to substantive participation (providing vital 
information to the ministry， having inf1uence over the ministry) complicates the evaluation ofthe 
original hypotheses. The analysis of “real" (substantive) citizen participation was our original 
goalうandwe assumed that being a member of an advisory council or helping to write Iegislation 
would indicate this real participation. But our findings on the general and the direct provision of 
vital information and exercise of inf1uence by domestic NGOs confounded that assumption. To 
satisfy our quest for evidence of “real" participationラthesecontrary findings force us to consider 
the impact ofthe hypothesized causal factors not only upon formal participation， asoriginally 
plannedラbutalso upon substantive participation (the actual exercise of inf1uence whether through 
formal channels or not). Consideration oftwo outcomes indicates a much more diverse field of 
causality. 
Our findings indicate the counterintuitive conclusion that formal participation does not 
necessarily lead to substantive (perceived) influence. The political community (represented by 
our 103 respondents) judged that non-participating NGOs were more influential than 
participating ones.“Cooperative" NGOs attained participationラbutNGOs that used “outsider" 
tactics had more influence. lt seems that， concerning the content of policyぅparticipationmutes 
the influence of critical voices. The findings pose problems for the optimistic expectations of 
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Agenda 21 on the effectiveness of formal pa口icipation.Formal participation may lead to a 
diminution ofNGO effect upon government policy. Once accepted into membershipラNGOsfeel 
constrained to support the directions preferred by the overseeing ministry. Ifthey do notぅthey
wiII be excluded from the advisory council.“NOIトParticipation"on the other hand need not 
mean the absence of influence. NGOs as outside critics may be more effective than insider mild 
reformers in bringing about policy change. 
But why then did the EA consider its participating NGOs to be influential and sources of 
vital information? Assuming the accuracy ofthe responseラthisfinding indicates the intervention 
of institutional factors. Even if participating NGOs influenced the content of Environmental 
agency policy preferences， EA policy proposals are often rejected by more powerful ministries 
and the LDP. Thus， organizations with formal pぽticipationmay be inf1uential within the EA， 
but by their docile behavior， they are not able to pressure the other ministries and the LDP who 
hold the keys to policy approval. To the contrary， "outsider" NGOs that use“unruly" tactics 
evidently hold that power. Therefore， it is not surprising that the general political community 
thinks that foreign environmental NGOs and their Japanese branches are the most inf1uential. 
N GOs that participated on advisory councils cannot engage in“outsider" tactics for fear of being 
excluded. But outsider tactics are recognized as more inf1uential on the content of policy than 
participatory tactics. The inf1uential outsider NGOs had many ties to international NGOs and 
100s. For this reason， we can say tbat the boomerang effect did work in Japan. 
Corroborating other research， our findings indicate that the Japanese ministerial state 
foIlows a“corporatist" logic {Schofer & XXXX}.立solicitsparticipation by strong domestic 
groups， but mainly if they are “cooperativeアEventhough Japanese ministries themselves have 
many relationships with global GOs and N'GOs， the minisiries do not foHow the international 
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norms promulgated by those groups. The ministries fol1ow their own“logic" of selecting 
p児島rredNGOs， while excluding INGOs and their domestic branches. Global norms and 
examples from foreign NGOs and INGOs inspire and teach strategies to domestic NGOs， but 
these probably mostly consist of outsider tactics. 
This study has advanced out understanding of the interplay between domestic and 
intemational norms in global policy implementation. Previous studies of the effects of new 
global norms upon domestic policy change have primarily focused on outcomes -did or did not 
a state adopt a new institution at the national level (e.g. {Frank， etal. 2000}? Our data permit 
examining the process and mechanisms by which new global norms get adopted and usedヲa
perspective previously absent. By analyzing the attributes of Japanese NGOs selected for 
inclusionラwehave developed an empirical foundation for critically re-examining the power of 
international realist and constructivist theories alone in explaining state implementation of global 
norms and policies. In additionぅouranalysis provides a basis for incorporating domestic圃realistラ
social constructionist and state logic perspectives into analyses ofthe global/domestic political 
interface. 
Examinations of Japanese NGOsぅandspecifically the sector's recent growthヲremaina 
relatively small field of study. Within this fieldラtheoreticalexplanations have largely focused on 
intemational constructivist (Reimann 2001 aラ2001c; Menju and Aoki 1996) and realist (Schreurs 
1996， 1997; Arase 1994) perspectives. Our assessment necessitates a domestic theoretical focus 
as well， of both the“realist" and the “constructivist" or neo-institutional varieties. Specifically， 
we have demonstrated the tactical selection of Japanese NGOs for incIusion. The full NGOs' 
cooperative， rather than antagonisticぅapproachto advocacy， we argue， demonstrates a strategic 
effort on behalf ofthe Japanese government to incorporate appropriate NGOs into the traditional 
131 
Japanese political system， rather than a willingness to adapt the Japanese political system to 
international policy田makingnorms. The artributes of token and political NGOs also support this 
argumentラreflectingthe traditional political hesitancy towards critical voices of dissent and the 
perpetual power ofkey political networks in Japanese politics. In sumぅourassessment 
demonstrates the ultimate influence of the traditional Japanese political system over intemational 
pressures in the selection ofNGOs for inc1usion， thus supporting the domestic-realist perspective 
of hypothesis two. 
Despite our explanatory focus on domestic-realist theoryヲwerecognize that the political 
involvement ofNGOs does not occur in a closed world domestic power strugglesぅbutrather 
remains vulnerable to the pressures ofthe global polity in which the Japanese state exists. For 
example， Schreurs has demonstrated the strategic motivations underIying the Japanese state's 
increasing leadership role in global environmental politics (1996). ln our data， the inclusion of 
NGOs capable of generating relevant information in both advisory committees and writing 
legislation， rather than those with litle information but strong politicaI networks， may reflect a 
desire on behalf ofthe Japanese state to include NGOs capable of generating legitimacy in both 
the intemationaI and domestic spheres. Reimann， on the other hand， focuses on the increasing 
intemational normative importance of a viable NGO' community as the impetus for Japanese 
NGO support schemes developed in the early 1990s (2Q()lc). These scholars have argued the 
pertinence. of international realist an.d constructivist theories'， respectively， inunderstanding 
contemporary Japanese global envir0nmentaI po1icy. Whi1e we do not deny the evet皿growing
relevanee of international motivatio白鳥eitherstraぬgieornormati-v弘weargue that the lapanese 
political system. ultimately definesthe means by whiGh these motivéltà0.nSaI;~: allowed to jnfiltrate 
domestie politics. The exc1usion ofbranch NGOs and th(?，state's:rrloderate poHtical aeeeptance of 
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WWF-Jラtheonly branch NGO willing to exist within the bureaucratic control of non-profit 
status， demonstrate the secondary role of intemational actors in Japanese global environmental 
policy implementation. Final1yぅtheinclusion oftwo ofthe three NGOs in our sample with NPO 
status under Article 34 does support the corporatist constructs of domestic-constructivist theory. 
However， the exclusion ufWWF-J， the only branch NGO with NPO statusラandthe inclusion of 
non-incorporated NGOs with diverse political resources ref1ect a state priority for strategic 
inclusion over the inclusion of inco叩oratedNGOs. 
The boomerang theory was developed by Margaret Keck and Katherine Sikkink to 
explain how NGOs in developing countries could sometimes influence their resistant 
govemments {Keck & Sikkink :XXXX}. It tends to rely on“realist" sanctions {Mastandunoヲet
al. 1989: 459; Hasencleverうetal. 1996}. As we have shownラthetheory has some validity for 
Japanラちutdoes not apply strongly because Japanうasa wealthy developed countryうisless 
financial1y vulnerable to such sanctions than developing countries. The penetration and effect of 
new global norms depends heavily upon the domestic institutional structures. Global and 
domestic factors interact to produce a distinct pattem of change. Understanding ofthese distinct 
local institutions and pa仕emswithin a given country may help NGOs there to become more 
effective. 
Evaluation of Hypotheses 
Hypothesis One A & B: the Strength of Domestic Civil Society. 
・砂pothesislA based on“hard" resources is not supported for formal partic主'Jation，but 
is suppoγted for substαntive pαrticipation. 
• Hypothesis 1 B on“soft" resou;γces is supportedfoγfoγmalpαrticipatio礼 ltis also 
suppoγted for substantive pαγticipation， but hαsαweαker effect than "hαγd"γesouγces 
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Domestic NGOs with resources generated from within domestic civil societyラespecially
“soft" resources -the capacity to make new information and more domestic information 
ties -gained moreformal participation in the Environmental Agency's advisory councils 
and policy国makingprocesses. However， NGOs with more hard resources and no formaI 
participation also provided vital information and exercised influence， indicating a 
considerable level of substantive participation. In the evaluation of the entire 103 
respondentsラtheNGOS without formal participation had higher overal1 influence scores 
in the entire climate change policy domain. This outcome indicates the strength of 
domestic civil society within Japan in producing both formal and substantive 
participation. 
Hypothesis Two: The “Boomerang" Effect. 
• Moderα'tely Suppoγted. 
Domestic NGOs with political suppo抗tiesto INGOs or IGOs did not gain participation 
on advisory councils. But they did gain higher scores on reputation for influence than did 
participating NGOs. 
Hypothesis Three: the Diffusion of New Global Norms. 
• Validity Unclear. 
Negative indicators: NGOs with international ties not participate and older NGOs 
participated before 1990s. 
Positive indicators: Ministries (MOF A & EA) that allowed participation had many 
intemational ties and are known as “internationalist." So， perhaps those two ministries 
were more affected by global noロns
Hypothesis Four A & B: The Logic of the State. 
• Supported. 
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NGOs participated before Agenda 21. The state picks NGOs to participate; the NGO 
cannot apply to become member. Only NGOs with specific qualities were granted“お1"
participation. This pa杖ernindicates state Iogic choosing NGOsラbutwhether from 
strategy or institutional routine is unclear. 
Conclusions and Future Directions 
We have tested the relevance of intemationaI and domestic， aswell as realist and 
constructivist， theoretical perspectives in Japanese global policy implementation. While each 
perspective maintains relevance in light of our findings， we have concluded that domestic四realist
and institutionalist theoretical constructs best explain the differentiation among NGOs selected 
for inclusion in global environmental policy implementation， aswell as their actual perceived 
inf1uence. We have further inspected the differentiation between those NGOs selected to sit on 
advisory committeesラwritelegislation， orboth. Through the construction of these inclusion-types 
we have found that the Japanese state strategically selects different types ofNGOs for different 
types of inclusion. More specifically， we found that information-rich and domestically 
networked NGOs received appointments to advisory committees. Benign NGOs incorporated 
under Article 34 with large domestic constituencies wrote legislation， despite failing to generate 
independent information， and non-incorporated NGOs with strong iriformation resources and a 
cooperative approach to the state participated in both advisory committees and writing legislation. 
Thus， our findings demonstrate the Japanese. state's sttategic effort to include NGOs capable of 
working within theconfines ofthe traditional.1apanese politioal system while generating 
internationallegitimacy for the Japanese state's eforts. 
However， our findings do not stand as a steadfast conclusion， but rather as a starting point 
for future research. On this specific case， we need to find out which NGOs wanted and asked for 
135 
inclusion advisory councils. We also need to verify that having more international ties leads to 
greater acceptance of global discourse. 
Contemporary examinations of global policy largely focus on outcome-based 
assessments (e.g. Frank， Hironaka， and Schofer 2000; Finnemore and Sikkink 1998). Yet our 
findings demonstrate the continued relevance of domestic political systems in the differentiation 
ofthese outcomes. We believe that cross-natIonal studies examining the processes of domestic 
policy development for globaI policy implementation would yield a greater theoretical 
explanation ofthe ongoing dynamic between international and domestic norms and policies in 
global policy implementation. 
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Notes 
[1] The Used Paper Problem Citizen Action Networkラwhichparticipated in advisory 
committees but not wring legislationうservesas the anomaly for our analysis. UPPCAN relies on 
members for dataラmaintainsalmost no intemational or domestic networksうandfocuses advocacy 
almost entirely on Japanese ecological chal1enges. HoweverラUPPCANfocuses primarily on 
recycling issuesラwhichis a national concern since waste poses a m司orecological threat to 
Japan~s limited disposaI space. We argue that UPPCANちsfocus on recycling issues， rather than 
climate change or other global ecological issuesラaI10wedthe organization to participate in 
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CASA I 1988 I National Citizens Meeting for 
Considering Global 
Environment and Air Pol1ution 
CUJ 1969 Consumers Union of Japan 日本諸費者連合
ED90-00 1989 Earth Day 1990・2000 アース・デイー 1990四2000
JANIC 1987 Japanese NGO Center for NGO活動推進センター
International Coooeration 
JASON I 1995 I Japan's Save the Ozone ストッフ0 ・フロン全国連絡会
Network 
JCCU I 1951 I Japanese Consumers' Co圃 日本生活協同組合連合
ive Union 
JECO 1977 Japan Ecology Center 日本・エコロジー・センター
JELC 1991 Japan Eco圃LifeCentre ジャパン・エコライフ・セン
ター
PARC 1973 Pacific-Asia Resource Center アジア・太平洋資料センター
PF2001J 1993 People's Forum 2001ラJapan 市民フォーフム
UPPCAN 1993 Used Paper Problem Citizens 古紙問題市民行動ネトワーク
Action Network 
WBSJ 1970 Wild Bird Society of Japan 日本野鳥の会
GPJ 1989 Greenpeace J apan グリンピース・ジャパン
WWFJ 1971 World Wide Fund for Nature- World Wide Fund for Nature-ジ
Japan ャパン
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ppendix B: Organizational Data 
臣~ Budget Members Dom Dom. IGO IGO INGO INGO Info 
lme (ln US Dollars) Info Supp Info Supや Info Supp Source 
Individual Org 
¥SA $3，000幽5，000 450 60 13 。 4 2 8 7 Scholar/ 
Expe付S
~J $30，000-100，000 6000 N/A 11 2 10 。 3 。 Other Orgs 
)90・00 $1，000-3，000 N/A N/A 5 2 6 。 。 Other Orgs 
$100，000- 5400 N/A 28 。 17 。 9 。 DK 
200.000 
iNIむ $30，000回 100，000 900 100 17 4 8 。 5 。 Other Orgs 
iSON $10，000-30，000 30 40 16 3 3 3 2 Scholar/ 
Expe吋S
:CU $ >1，000，000 N/A 708 17 。 5 。 8 Scholar/ 
ê_~~ert~ 
!CO $ >1，000，000 55，000 400 4 2 。。 。 。 Members 
tLC $1，000四 3，000 70 17 2 。 Ministries 
~RC $30，000四 100，000 710 N/A 11 2 9 。 4 Ministries 
ヨ∞1 $30，000ペ00，000 N/A 500 31 5 12 7 5 2 Scholarl 
EXQE?rts 
~PCAN $1，000帽 3，000 230 20 3 。。 。 。 Members 
BSJ $> 1，000，000 51，000 209 3 。 。。 。 。 Ministries 




『lppendix C: Participation Data 
rg Advisory Committee Appoi ntments Writing Legislation 
『
a昨1e
Gen. Montreal UNCED ODA EnvI. COP3 Gen. Montreal UNCED ODA Envi. COP3 
Law Law 
ASA Y N N N N N N N N N N N 
UJ N N N N N N N N N N N N 
D90心G N N N N N N N N N N N N 
PJ N N N N N N N N N N N N 
入NIC Y N N N N N Y N N N N N 
『
入SON Y N N N N N Y N N N N N 
:;CU Y Y Y N Y Y Y N N N N N 
:CO N N N N N N Y N Y Y Y N 
三しC N N N N N N N N N N N N 
久RC N N N N N N N N N N N N 
F2001 Y Y Y N Y Y N N N N N N 
PPCAN Y N N N N N N N N N N N 
fBSJ N N N N N N Y N N N N N 
rwFJ N N N N N N N IN 一 IN N N N 
1 Professor Tsujinaka acquired funding for the GEPON survey from the Japanese Ministry of 
Education， and used Japan's Central Survey Company to coUectthe data in April of 1997. Every 
effort was made to ensure that the most knowledgeable representatives企omeach organization 
completed the surveys on behalf of their organization. 
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2 The GEPON surveys collected lobbying and political involvement techniques employed by 
NGOs in dealing with the Montreal Protocol and Its resulting treaty， the 1992 United Nations 
Conference on the Environment and Development and its subsequent treaties， the 1993 Japanese 
legislation to increase ODA spending by 1 trillion yen (US $10 Billion)， the Basic 
Environmental Law (An ideological piece of legislation first passed in 1967 and updated to 
incorporate new national and intemational goals in 1994)， and preparations for the COP3 
conference in Kyoto. Appendix C provides each organizationうsresponses to each ofthe five 
specific pieces of legislation， asweIl as the general responses. While not every NGO reporting 
participation in advisory committees and/or writing legislation also reported participation in the 
five specific pieces of legislationラeveryorganization that reported no participation in the 
“general門 categoryalso reported no participation in each ofthe five pieces of legislation. Thusう
the correlations between participation in general and specific legislation a社eststo the accuracy of 
the GEPON data. 
3 Table 1 summarizes the data used to generate our conclusions. Appendixes B and C depict the 
raw data utilized in the creation ofTable 1. 
4 Only four organizations田 CASA，JASONぅPF2001ラandJCCU圃 reportedrelying on scholars and 
experts as a primary data source. While JANIC and UPPCAN reported relying on members as 
their primary source of dataラthenature oftheir work positions this information as relevant. 
5 According to GEPON responsesラthePeople's Forum 2001 participated in advisory committees 
for each ofthe five specific global environmental policies within the GEPON data except for the 
proposal to increase ODA by 1 trillion yen. This demonstrated the Japanese state's continued 




Climate change policy-making in Germany: do politics matter? 
Introduction 
During the past decade Germany has attracted atlention in many countries because of its 
environmental policies. Especially in J apan Germany has become a wel1 studied case of 
proactive environmental politics. Germany become a forerunner in the conceptionalization of 
the Kreislauh入rirtschaftsgesetzラ ithas become famous because of its highly sophisticated 
separation and collection of garbage and recycling and last but not least it has changes its 
energy policy fundamentally. The introduction of the eco皿taxぅphasingout of nuclear power 
and the revision of the energy supply law characterise a profound change in the German 
approach towards the climate change issue since 1998. 
Differences between national political outputs as well as outcomes have been explained 
among other things by differences between the degree of integration of leading interest groups 
into the policy皿makingprocess and their capacity to influence decision四making(Ringquist 
1993; Susskind 1994). This approach is part of the debate on the preconditions of nation 
states' capacity for proactive environmental policy. The paper refers to this debate and wil1 
contribute to it by an quantative analysis of the environmental policy network in Germany and 
the role interest groups playl. 
The paper will start with some remarks conceming the methodological and theoretical 
framework of our empirical research. Then the German network will be described in terms of 
it' s size， composition and main interests. In part three the network will be analysed with 
regard to pa抗emsof interaction. Interaction will be explored by three main variables， namely 
information exchange， co-operation and opposition. In a last step 1 wil1 discuss the results 
with regard to the question who has voice in the German environmental network and will 
discuss explanations. 
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Our survey: methodological remarks 
Empirical research on environmental policy using quantitative data is rare. Instead case 
studies are the mostly employed method of gaining information (KemJ Bratzel 1996:53).。ぽ
survey intends to broaden the empirical database conceming environmental networks by 
using quantitative data from interviews with leading experts of the German network. F or 
gaining data we pepared a prelimary list of organizations and institutions which are 
considered to be influential in environmental policy-making.2 We then asked experts to 
review the list according to the organisations' influence. The result was a sample of 92 
national organisationsラwhichwe combine into four categories: 
Govemment units， which include institutions of the executive as well as of the legislative 
like rninistries， political parties in the parliament and advisory committees. 
Research units， which in the case of Germany include private and public institutes not 
only in the field of environmental researchラbuteconomic research institutes as well. 27 
units are included in the sample. 
The third group are NGOs in the field of climate change policy. 9 were named to play an 
irnportant role. 
The forth group consists of 27 business and other associationsラlabourunions， foundations， 
and corporations. 
We decided not to split up the four groupsおrtherfor analysis out of practical reasons， i.e. the 
number of organisations in each group would have become to small. This decision implies 
that with the exception ofthe NGOs the remaining three groups are heterogeneous. 
The survey was conducted in 2000 by telephone interviews3. We used the translated version 
of the Japanese questionnaire and adapted it to the German context as D紅 asnecessary ln 
order to provide a database suitable for comparison between Germany and Japan4. 
The questionnaire consists of three categories of variables: 
同 Variablesconceming history and re.sources of the interviewed organisation， 
一Variablesconceming information exchange， co-operation and opposition with regard to 132 
national and intemational actors in the field of global environment policy 
-Variables conceming influence， interest and activities of the interviewed organisation. 
The analysis of the data focussed on: 
I The comparative research is under progres. The Ministry ofEducation Japan has sponsored the empirical 
research inGermany. The proje~t is part ofajoint research project headed by Yutaka Ts司inaka合omTsukuba 
Universi守Japan.
~: The compilation of the final list has been mostly done by Klaus Jacob of Free University of Berlin . 
.) The telephone interviews lasted between 32 and 159 minutes each. 
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Information' s exch釦 geand the existence of scientific communities， both of which are 
important for the professionalisation of relevant actors. 
Inter and intra group cooperation of the network in the policy圃makingprocessラwhichis 
regarded to be important for consensus building. 
Level ofinclusiveness ofthe policy network. 
Level of opposition between the main actors of the network， which might give us information 
about the conflict potential or rather the integrative potential of the network. 
Capacity-building as a theoretical framework 
In order to explain political outcomesラ intemationalcomparisons of the environmental 
performance of nation states have proved to be useful (see Janicke/Weidner 1995ラ Janicke
1996)τhey indicate that the political orientation of the ruling party does not matterラbutthat 




Political systems with a cooperative culture tend to be more efficient than those with 
conf1ictual structures. Conf1icts訂econsidered to waste resources in teロnsof timeラ
money and intellectual energy. Moreover conflicts are considered to provoke 
fragme抵抗ionif the opponents are not successfully are integrated into the policy-process. 
Intra嗣加dinterpolicy cooperation is regarded to be important for policy innovations. It 
makes a difference what ministry is mostly in charge with environmental issues and it 
makes a difference too how environmental issues are communicated between the 
ministries involved. The political system should be inclusiveラ integratingal societal 
actorsラ sinceonly integration and consensual proceeding offers best conditions for 
successful implementation. Openess of the political system refers to free and equal access 
to information and participation. Even though it remains open to discussion whether 
NGOs can play more than an additional role to state intervention in the field of global 
environmental policy， itis undeniable that the integration ofNGOs in the policy process is 
enlarging the intervention capacity and the democratic legitimisation of the process 
(Brunnengraber/ Walk 1997: 71). The comparision of 17 countries demonstrates that 
4 The Japanese questionnaire has been originally developed by Yutaka Tsujinaka and his colleagues企om
Tsukuba University. 
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countries like Germany， Japan， and Sweden belong to those countries which more or les 
have developed problem-solving capacity by cooperation and integrationラ eventhough 
they differ in the party affiliance of the ruling parties over the ye紅s.These results are 
based on case studies of the environmental performance between the beginning of the 
institutionalization of environmental policy since the late sixties and the early nineties. 
The climate policy N etwork: Size and issues 
The environmental policy making network in Germany developed in three waves with their 
peaks in 1949/ 50， 1972圃 1975and 1990/ 1991. The first peak in 1949/50 was due to the 
democratization a丘erthe second world wぽ.During these years unrelated to environmental 
issues interest groups and p紅白ofthe legislative and executive were founded. While between 
1950 and 1970 only six organisations were foundedうthenumber was 15 between 1971 and 
1990. The years between 1972 and 1975 constitute the period of institutionalization of 
environmental policy in former West Germany， demonstrated by the first environmental 
program of the than ruling partyラtheSocialist Democratic Party， the anti国nuclearpower plant 
movement gained momentum during these years. These deveploments influenced the 
foundation of environmental research institutes like the Wuppertal Institute for Climate 
Change Policy. The coincendence of the establishiment of environemnt related organisationsa 
and institutions during those ye訂sis important with regard to the initiators of the foundations. 
Most of the leading persons had received their political socialisation in the context of the 
students movements or had been members of the environmental movement of the 70ies. The 
third peak with 10 new organisations established only in 1990 and 1991 might be partly a 
sideeffect of the reunification which gave an impetus to the institutionalization of 
environemntal interests in former GDR. Besides this the increase might be considered in the 
context of the globalization of the environmental issue and the appearance of the climate 
change issue before the summit ofRio de Janeiro in 1992. 
Today the network consists of 92 national organisations， which we combine into four 
categories: 
29 Government units， which consist of institutions of the executive as well as of the 
legislative like ministriesラ politicalparties in the parliament and advisory committees. 
Even though former research indicates that the role of the government is small， an 
interesting point for analysis is whether the participation of the green party in the coalition 
government since 1998 does matter. 
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27 research units. They include highly engaged environmental research institutes as well 
as the nations、mostfamous economic research insti印tes，which mainly joined the climate 
change debate with research on the economic effects of the eco幽tax.
The third group are NGOs in the field of climate change policy. 9 were named to play an 
important role. Besides Greenpeaceラ al of the NGOs are nation田wideorganisations 
dealing with environmental protection and ecology. 
The forth group consists of 27 interest groups from businessラlabourunions， foundations， 
and corporations. The variety of this group is broad， ranging from associations 
representing energy and car business， labour unions from the public sector to foundations 
sponsoring besides others environmental research. 
We decided not to split up the four groups further for analysis out of practical reasonsヲi.e.the 
number of organisations in each group would have become to small. This decision implies 
that with the exception of the NGOs the remaining three. groups are heterogeneous. The 
distance to the issue of climate change varies according to the main purpose of the 
organisation. 
Table 1: The German Ecological Network 
Type of organisation Total Completed B (percent) Group specific 
number/A interviews / B retum rate 
(B/A) % 
Govemmental units 29 12 22ラ6 41ヲ4
Research units 27 16 30，2 57ラ1
Other interest groups 27 17 32ラ1 65ラ4
NGO 9 8 15，1 88ラ9
total 92 53 100 57ラ6
τable 1 demonstratesthat with the exception ofthe NGOs the network is balanced with close 
to equal representation of governmental units， research institutesラandother interest groups. 
The nurnDer ()fNGOs Th the network is smal1， but most of them紅ebig organisations with a 
long t尚4itiorrin ehviroIiri1ental policy like Greenpeace Germany， Germanwatch， BUND and 
NABV. 
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It has been argued that besides legal provisions， financial and human resources and access to 
inforτnation are the decisive preconditions for equal participation. The number of membership 
means inf1uence on electionsラ moneydetermines the number of technical and professional 
staff and may inf1uence the forms of activities as well as也escope of campaigns. That is why 
it has become a common place to argue that the crucial point for equal participation in 
environmental policy is the access to resources. Our data conceming financial and personal 
resources of the neれ:vorkmembers provide us with some information: numbers of general 
members are not comparable， since multi同purposeinterest groups and political parties can rely 
on high number of members， while single田pointorganisations like the NGOs have typically 
limited access to the general public. Their size highly depend on the tradition of civil society 
in a given countηT as wel1 as on the level of environmental consciousness and engagement in 
society. On the other hand mobilization might be easier for NGOs since membership is 
homogenous and engaged in environmental issues only. When comparing the professional 
staff of al organisations of the network it becomes clear that the NGOs have the smallest 
number of employees who are responsible for performing “watch-dog" functions 
regard to the political process. 






















Units N=13 groups N=1s 
15，4 62，5 6'，3 
7，7 25，0 12，5 
15，4 12，5 12，5 
7，7 。，0 6;，3 
0，0 Q，O Q，O 
17，7 0，0 25，0 
38，5 0，0 37，5 




Units N=11 ， Un投s:N=，13 .gro.ups N=1:6 
1由 10-pêr~or 9，1 38.5 50'，0 4~，，8円
1'1 -'20 persprts 18，2 7，7. 12rO 1'2，5' 
9，1 :2.$，1; 1'2，'&: " 1'6，.3' 
0，0' _' 0，0: G，sOJ ~:"D' 
9'，1: QJl 0:，;0; 6，3 
9，1 ア，_7 0，0 0，0 
45，5 1'6バ 2，5，0 31，3' 
154 
900/0 of the NGOs interviewed employ less than 50 persons in this function， 62，50/0 
mention less than 10 persons. The same is true in the case of employees who are in 
charge of the collection and analysis of technical data. Here al NGOs with technical 
staff rely on less than 50 persons， while for instance 18，20/0 of government units and 
6，30/0 of the other interest groups have more than 101 employees. Budget of NGOs is 
lower too， since they mainly de担endon membership fees. 
At the same time their case study on the eco-tax deおatemakes clear that NGOs 
have by far not been without influence in the decision making process ( Krebs/ 
Reiche 1998). It was mainly due to the engagement of Greenpeace that the eco-tax 
issue gained momentum after 1994. We therefore may argue that it would be too 
easy to reduce the question of influence and access to the political process to 
resources only. According to the organisaiions of the network expertise and closeness to 
the gove立1ll1entare considered much more important than resources. When asking 
about the most effective sources of inf1uence the m可oritygoes for a high quality of scientific 
and technical staff (41，5%)， followed by good relations with the govemment (35，80/0) and 
strong engagement in global environmental policies (34%)， while capable policy staff plays 
les a role (22ラ6%).Resources like membership are mentioned by only 13.2%， qualityう and
quantity of the general staff by 15.1 %， legal staff by 9.4%ヲ andbudget by 3.8% as an 
important precondition for inf1uence. Resources therefore may play a smaller role than 
expected. 
Climate Change Policy: Issues and Actions 
Climate change PQlicy since the巴arly90ies is is based on intemational agreements like the 
Montreal protocolぅtheKyoto protocal and the agenda 21. On the level of national reduction 
of green house gases， the issue of climafe change policy is highly related to energy policy and. 
the struc知reand quaritity of energy cQnsumption. In the case of Germany one crucial point 
for the ruling parties have alwa)'s: been the problem how to deal with the national coal 
prQduGtion which represents strong eeonomic as well as labor interests. Nuclear energy has 
been. Qtposed . from the begIl:l1ing py sむongcitizens movements which succeed more than 
once in preventing the construction of a nUclear power plant. Dependence on oil is lower than 
in the case， ofJapan because.of diversified dependence on oil from the North Sea， Russia and 
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the Middle East. Moreover as a national means of reducing energy consumption the 
introduction of the eco tax became one of the most intensively discussed national topics in 
the climate change discourse. 
In the case of the eco四taxissueラourdata support the typical cleavage between economy and 
ecology. Among the political parties， the Green Party， the Socialists (PDS) and the Social 
Democrats were in favour of the tax， but the Christ Democrats and the Liberal Democratic 
Party were only ready to support the introduction in the case of an EU四wideinitiative (von 
Weizacker 1999: 42; Repnik 1998: 43; Hustedt 1998: 45; Homburger 1998: 47). In the case of 
the research institutes the environment research institutes mostly were supportiveラ butthe 
institutes in the field of economic research like the Hamburg Institute for Economic Research 
(HWW A) were neutral. The other interest groups again were divided over the issue with 
opposition from the Association of the Car Producing Industries (V dA)， securitiesラ andthe 
Association of Lignite Industries (Deutscぬhe釘rB肋ra釦un此1水的koぬhl凶e白nト田Indωus坑狩凶t仕r丘i託e
from the big labour unions， which expected positive effects of the eco圃taxfor employment 
(Putzhammer 1998: 41). Only the NGOs are unanimously in support. 
Keeping in mind that resources are not equally distributed between the organisations of the 
network， the question arises how the members of the network became active for influencing 
the decision-making process. 
We have asked the organisations what kind of activities they consider to be influential and 
what activities they have actually employed to influence the decision making process on the 
eco圃taxintroduction. The high engagement for the eco-tax issue is reflected by the broadest 
variety of activities the NGOs have employed for reaching their goal compared with the other 
three groups. 
The main target in the policy-making process has been for al network members governmental 
institutionsラincludinghelping to draft the bil or even contacting the opposition parties. Only 
the NGOs have extended their activities to channels of directly and indirectly influencing the 
general public by contacting the mass media or organising mass meetings. Since resources紅e
low we might argなethat mobilizing the general public may compensate low numbers of 
members. This is especially true in the case of high environmental consciousness in society 
and a tradition of direct action as in the case of Germany where citizens movements have 
been active during the seventies al over the country and again after the Tschemobyl nuclear 
accident. 
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The Question of Power: Influence， Conf1ict and Cooperation 
As mentioned before climate change policies divide the network in pros and cons， but this 
does not tel us the whole story. With regard to the policy-making process the crucial point is 
how opposite positions訂emediated and integrated into the process. We therefore will have a 
look on conflict constellations and cooperation pattem. 
To grasp conflict potential we have asked the organisations of the network what organisation 
they consider to be an opponent of their own organisation. The results are supporting our 
expectations but紅eat the same time amazing: 
The data demonstrate that NGOs and interest groups are mostly involved in conflicts. NGOs 
name the highest number of organisations they consider to be opponent of their organisationう
even though the difference with the other groups is not significant (p=0.431). Interest groups 
on the other hand訂emost仕equentlynamed as being opponents by the interviewed 
organisationsラbutonly the difference of the frequency between the interest groups and the 
research institutes is significant. (p=0.0 1 0).
Table 3 Conflict patterns 
Mean number of Mean frequency of Mean number of 
organisations out of being named by 48 symmetnc opposlte 
48 named as network members as relation 
opponents opponents 
Govemmental Units 2，45 3，45 0，27 
n二1
Research Units 2，30 1，07 。ラ07
n=13 
NGOs 6，12 3ラ12 1ラ25
n=8 
Other interest groups 3，70 5ラ41 0，70 
n=17 
A look at the 10 national drganisations that were named most frequently as opponents are the 
Association of German Ele-ctricity Suppliers (VDEW)，出eAssociation of Lignite Industries 
(Deutsehef' Braunkohlen-Industrie-Ver切1)ラ Shellラ BritishPetroleum and other organisations 
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related to energy suppliers interests. From group 1 (governmental units) the Ministry of the 
Environ工nent，The Green Party and the Christ Democratic Partyぽenamed， but no research 
institute and no NGO. 
In order to get an idea of the conf1ict pa抗emwe wil1 now explore the relative frequency one 
group has named the other as being opponent. 
Table 4: Relative Frequency of Conflict 
Governmental Research Units NGOs Other interest groups 
Units 
Governmental 0.041 0.007 0.000 0.112 
Units 
Research U ni ts 0.021 0.053 0.019 0.072 
NGOs 0.170 0.000 0.047 0.228 
Other interest 0.085 0.019 0.156 0.088 
groups 
The conflict pattem ref1ect the differences in positionsラbutit is amazing that the overall level 
of conflict is low. We can not find any open fragmentation of the network. The strongest 
opposition we can find between NGOs and interest groups NGOs， while NGOs have no 
problems with research institutes and only litle with other NGOs. What may be interesting is 
that the governmental units do not mention any problem with the NGOs but name a relative 
high number of opposite organisations in group 4 (other interest groups). If the answers are 
reliable this raises the question whether the p訂tyaffiliation of the govemment is crucial for 
the position of NGOs in the network. In their comparative researchラ Weidnerand lanicke 
(1995) did not found any case where pa坑ycomposition of the govemment did make any 
di王ference.Since in 1998 the Green Party joined the Social Democrats in a coalition 
gove口町民nt，the data may already ref1ect closer cooperation and less conflict between NGOs 
and government th釦 under conservative majorities. The appearance of former 
enviroIllnentalists in public offiees and白efederal bureaueracy mus1 be considered to be in 
favor ':Eor environmental networking between N:GOs:， envi!fonmental research institutes and the 
ehvIrommental 'administration. Tru.s. at~ent is.w~t:l Stipportecl: by the data conceming 
irtfon:Iiatiofl叙 cnangeand coop、eratlo11IYa社ems.
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Open access to information is important， because the number and diversity of information 
sources policy-making institutions make use of is crucial for the professionalisation of the 
network and the quality of political decisions. To be accepted by the network as an important 
information source implies influence. Moreover information exchange besides of it's 
function of knowledge difおsionserves as an important step towards cooperation. 
We distinguish between the number of information contacts mentioned by the organisations 
of the network (A)， the frequency they were named as information source (B)， and the 
number of organisations with whom they exchange information (C). 
Table 5: Access to Information 
Mean number of Mean frequency of Mean number of 
organlsat1ons mentioned being mentioned as information 
as information source (A) information sources exchange relations 
(B) (C) 
Governmental Units 32，27 32ラ18 24，90 
n=ll 
Research Units 21，53 24ラ92 14ラ15
n=13 
NGOs 31，87 29ラ00 23ラ37
n=8 
Other interest groups 26，1 24，94 17ヲ35
n=17 
NGOs and governmental units n紅nethe highest number of organisations from which they get 
information. 
Among the ten organisations with the highest number of information sources are the Ministry 
ofthe Environment， the Foreign Ministry， the Federal Environment Agency， the Green Party， 
Greenpeace， BUND， Germanwatchラ theWuppertal Institute for Climateラ Environmentand 
Energy， but from business only the Association of Electricity Suppliers (VDEW). 
Most -of these organisations are among those who were most frequently named by other 
mernbers of the network as information source as well. Among the top ten are again the 
Ministry of Environment， the Federal Environment Agency and the Green Partyラ andthe 
cOuntfy' s three most important NGOs， leaving the other interest groups behind them. In both 
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perspectives NGOs and governmental units are mentioned more frequently than research units 
and interest groups. This is amazingラsincein the case of the N GOs this demonstrates that they 
do not only depend on expert knowledge but that they are well accepted as independent 
sources of expertise as wel1. With regard to the professionalisation of the network we would 
have expected a leading role of the research institutesうbutaccording to the dataラtheyare even 
less involved than the other interest groups. 
The number of information exchange relations supports this view. Again governmental units 
and NGOs紅einvolved in more information exchange relations than the research institutes 
and the other interest groups. 
羽市enlooking at the inter-group information contactsうwefind the highest relative frequency 
of contacts between the goveロrmentunits and the NGOs. Unlike we have expectedラNGOsdo 
not depend highly on information from the research institutes in order to compensate we北
resourcesラ buthave even more contacts with other interest groupsラ whilethe other interest 
groups too contact governmental units and NGOs more than research institutes. 
Table 6: ReIative Frequency of Information Contacts 
Governmental Research Units NGOs Other interest 
Units groups 
Governmental 0.669 0.636 0.739 0.631 
Units 
Research Units 0.615 0.497 0.375 0.312 
NGOs 0.761 0.500 0.797 0.625 
Other lnterest 0.631 0.439 0.566 0.526 
groups 
Table 6 demonstrates that in any cases the govemmental units紅emost frequently involved in 
gaining and providing informationsヲ butthe network is inclusive with no significant 
differences between the groups in terms of information contacts. 
Beyond a mere information exchange we have asked organisations about their supportive 
relations 5 with other members of the network. This question mainly aimed at the 
reconstruction of support coalitions in the national policy making process. Like expectedラthe
5 Since the expression竹cooperation“impliesan equal relation between at least two partner， we prefer to use the 
term "support“to indicate that an organisation may provide suppo抗withoutgaining any or vice versa. 
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correlation between information exchange and support is high， i.e. those who have many 
information exchange contacts， have many supportive relations too. Again we differentiate 
between the number of organisations， which each organisation mentions as supportiveラ the
frequency the same organisation is mentioned as suppo抗iveand the co司operationrelationsラl.e.
the number of organisationsラwhichwere named by organisations they consider themselves as 
supportive. Again the governmental units responsible for environmental policy are in the 
center ofthe networkラfollowedby the NGOs: 
Table 7: Cooperation pa抗ern
Mean number of Mean frequency of being Mean number 
organlsat1 0 ns mentioned as supportive of co田operation
mentioned as relations 
being supportive 
Governmental Units 15，36 16，27 4ラ72
n=ll 
Research Units 10，69 12，00 4ヲ69
n=13 
NGOs 10ラ62 15，37 5，62 
n=8 
Other interest groups 14ラ41 1ラ00 5ラ52
n=17 
In the group of those who support the highest numbers of other network organisations are the 
Foreign Ministry， the Federal Environment Agency and the Parliamentary Commission for 
EnvironmentラNatureand Reactor Safety， the German Association of labour unions (DGB)， 
the Wuppertal InstituteラGermanwatchand the Association of Car Producing lndustries (V dA) 
as well， i.e. members of al groups are represented.京市atis interesting is that the N GOs have 
equally s仕ongco-operation relations with the governmental units than with the other interest 
groups. This means that even though conf1ictual relations between N GOs and interest groups 
紅emore frequent than with other groups of the networkラ cooperationcoalitions between 
NGOs and interest groups exist. In the case of the eco-tax issue a strong coalition have existed 
between Greenpeace and the labour union for public services OTV. 
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Table 8: Relative frequency of support betwee誼thegroups 
Governmental Research Units NGOs Other lnterest 
Units groups 
Governmental Units 0.421 0.294 0.330 0.262 
Research Units 0.280 0.361 0.125 0.113 
NGOs 0.170 0.144 0.453 0.191 
Other interest groups 0.415 0.183 0.406 0.320 
NGOs訂eas well integrated as the other groups. Even though they have opponents in the 
network mostly from the other interest groupsう thisdoes not have any conse弓羽encesfor 
information contacts and their support frequencies. 
京弓latdoes this mean for the position of each group in the network in teロnsof power? To 
explore this question we will have a look at the channels of inf1uencing policy decision and 
the estimation of inf1uence among the network organisations. 
Among those 10 organisations with the highest reputation in terms of inf1uence the most 
合equentlymentioned are Greenpeace (3.37)， the Wuppertal Institute (3.06)ぅ theFederal 
Environment Agency (2.96) and the Association of Car Producing lndustries (V dA) (2.70). 
This corresponds to the data conceming information exchange and cooperation. Here too 
Greenpeace， The Wuppertal Institute and the Federal Envrionment Agency are among the 10 
oragnisations with the highest reputation. The diffusion of former activists of the 
environmental movements in al of these organisations can be assumed to be in favour of 
policy concertation. 
Explaining political output by policy目etworks
The German contribution to global climate change politics hぉ beenhighly appreciated 
internationally. German environmental policies have become a well studied model by 
environmentalists. Our data suppo抗 theoverall claim that especially energy policies is 
divided into environmental and economic interests. But the data demonstrate too that 
levels of conf1ict are low and cooperation and information exchange is not fragmented 
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along conf1ict linesぅbutthat the network is open to new cooperation coalitions. This might 
explain that the political output like in the case of the eco-tax process is regarded as 
compromise only. German critics of German environmental policy continue to complain 
about the power of interest groups in the environmental policy making process. They 
argue that unrelated to the pa抗yaffiliation of the ruling party， every govemment has to 
cooperate with interest groむpsfrom business in order to survive (Krebs， Reiche 1998: 
141). In the case of the eco-tax introduction it has been a success of environmental 
interests that the tax has been introduced and that the introduction has been decoupled 
from the activities of the EU. From radical environmentalists position it has failed to 
become a means of ecological modernization， since the tax income will not be spent for 
environmental protection pむrposes.
When refe汀ingto the situation in other countries the critics might become more satisfied: the 
introduction of the eco四taxhas made Germany part of the forerunners internationally. The 
data as well as case studies tel us that cleavages are not so deep as expected. The German 
network is open and it is pluralistic. All groups p訂ticipatein the policy四makingprocess. The 
degree of cooperation is high; the level of opposition is lowう providingthe network with 
favourable preconditions for cooperation and joint actions. Even though at least the eco-tax 
issue might have been controversial， the network has been open to new ecological coalitions 
and new cooperation patterns. The research institutes were inf1uential in presenting proposals. 
Especially the study of the famous German Institute for Economic Research (DIW) which 
was conducted for Greenpeace in 1994 is said to have been extremely influential for the 
decision-making process. The labour unions have jointed forces with NGOs in favour of the 
introduction. Greenpeace for instance cooperated with the big unions of public services 
(OTV). The data support qualitative research according to which NGOs are integrated and an 
accepted pぽtof the information and support network. They訂econsidered even to be more 
influential than the other interest groups. This is supported by the answers in the interviews 
according to which inequality of resources does not ma抗eras much as expertise and good 
relations to the gove立rment.Even though it has been argued that the NGOs are“low budget" 
organisations， they seem to compensate at least partly weak ressources by employing mass 
media for their purposes， forming coalitions with research institutes and labour unions and 
targeting the goveロrment.During the 90ies influential members of the environmental 
movements became pぽtypoliticians and influential members of research institutes and after 
1998 of parliamentary and governmental institutions. Even though data suggests that political 
orientation does not matter， itis obvious that the relation between the NGOs and the 
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governmental units is stronger than with the other groups. At least for the German climate 
change policies since the mid 90ies besides policy style and political cult官民 thepolitical 
closeness between the leading organisations of the network should not underestimated as a 
component which explains political outcomes. 
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NGOs in environmental networks in Germany and Japan: 
The question of power and influence 
Introduction 
A look at environmental politics since the 1990s in Germany and J apan indicates profound 
differences in initiatives these two countries have taken to deal with domestic and 
intemational environmental problems. With regard to the time of introduction of policies and 
institutions which are regarded to constitute forerunner function for other countries German 
initiatives started earlier. In 1986 an environmental ministry has been established (Japan: 
2002)， in1996 the Kreislaufwirtschaftsgesetz (recycle law) has been implemented (Japan: 
2000)， in1998 the eco-tax has been introduced (no introduction in Japan yet). Energy policy 
which is strongly related to climate policy has changed in Germany fundamentally after 1998 
(Mez 2003). The introduction of the eco-tax， the gradual phasing out of nuclear power along 
with the promotion of renewable energy soぽ cesand the revision of the energy supply law 
characterize the German a社emptto harmonize the reduction of green house gases and safety 
concems for future generations. In contrastラ theJ apanese govemment mainly relies on the 
expansion of nuclear power to reduce green house gases and has been rather reluctant until 
now to improve preconditions for the promotion of renewables 1. 
Differences between nations' policies like these have motivated a debate on the preconditions 
of proactive environmental policies. The debate has been stimulated by Susskind (1994) and 
Rinquist (1993) and has been elaborated by Janicke and others， who have compared 
environmental policies of more than 20 countries (Janicke， Weidner 1995). According to the 
capacity-building approach of Janicke (1996b) which has been formulated as a result of the 
intemational comparisonラdifferencesin political output between nations may be explained 
ceteris paribus by the degree to which leading interest groups are integrated into the policy叩
making process and by their capacity to influence decision圃making.This article follows this 
approach. It will紅guethat differences between German and Japanese environmental politics 
during the 1990s are due to differences in the composition and the working of the 
environmental policymaking networks in both countries. The main assumption is that the 
1 Kikuchi (2002: 25-26) argues that METI advocated successfully the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) 
system when in甘oducingthe “Law on Special Measures conceming the Use of New Energy in Electric Power 
Companies" in 2002. 
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relative proactive role of German environmental politics can be explained by a highly 
integrated networkラwhichincludes al major actors in the environmental field. The article will 
explore this argument by focusing on the role NGOs play in the national environmental policy 
making networks in both countries. It will st訂twith some remarks conceming the 
methodological and theoretical framework. Thenうdataconceming the position ofNGOs in the 
policy-making network in both countries will be presented. Finally differences will be 
discussed in teロnsof available resourcesうcivilsociety tradition， and policy style. 
1. Theoretical framework and methodoIogical remarks 
For the explanation of differences in environmental policies between nations the capacity-
building approach has proved to be fruitful (see J如icke/Weidner 1995， Janicke 1996a and 
1996b). According to this approach besides economicラ culturalラ andinstitutional framework 
conditionsラtheinteraction between the actors concemed with environmental policies is one of 
the crucial factors determining political output. In contrast the role of parliamentsラandwhat is 
even more interestingラthep訂tycomposition of govemment seems to make less a difference 
(Jお註cke/Weidner 1995: 20). The mode of interaction of actors which promises best political 
output with regard to proactive environmental politics has been characterized by opennessラ
integrationラ andcooperation. Openness refers to equal access to information and resourcesラ
while integration relates to the integration of interest groups in the decision圃makingprocess 
and implies the existence of participatory structures. Cooperation implies the existence of a 
cooperative policy style and relates to the will and skil of the main actors to cooperate with 
each other. Openness， integrative decision田makingprocess and policy style will be employed 
here as the leading categories according to which we will analyze the environmental policy-
making network in Germany and J apan2 
In order to reconstruct the networkラinboth countries a preliminary list of representatives of 
organizations and institutions that have been members of institutions such as national 
advisory councilsラ parliamentarycommittees etc. or have been participants of COP 
conferences， important parliamentary hearingsヲetc.had been prepared first. We included only 
those individuals that were participants of more than one of the conferencesラrespectivebeing 
member of more th如 oneorganization. We then asked experts from scienceラ politicsand 
2 The Japanese data were taken 1998/ 99 by the team of Yutaka Tsujinaka. For preIiminary analysis of the data 
see Tsujin誌a1999a， 1999b. ln J apan the team did use a written questionnaire， while in Germany the team of 
the author col1ected the data 2000 by using the reformulated J apanese questionnaire in telephone cals. Klaus 
Jacob合omFree University Ber1in and the author reformulated the Japanese questionnaire according to the 
German situation. In 2002 the author conducted faceωto-face interviews with the Japanese NGOs in order to 
veri今thedata taken previously. 
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industry to assess our preliminary list in how far the identified actors are actually forming the 
environmental policy network. The result was a list of 92 actors in Germany and 109 actors in 
J apan who represent a broad range of different national organizations and institutions， which 
we classified into four categories: governmental representatives， researchersラrepresentatives 
from NGOs， and business and business associations. 
2. Comparing the eco欄networks:composition and size 
The history of the establishment of an environmental related policy司makingnetwork does not 
differ very much between Germany and J apan. In both countries the institutionalization of 
environmental politics started in the late 1960sぅwhenthe basic institutions of environmental 
administration were established. Both countries experienced strong environmental movements 
during the 1960s and the 1970s. But while in former West Germany the movements 
succeeded in becoming national movementsうinJ apan activities remained mostly on the local 
level (Lam 1999: 3-5ラ14-17).
Between 1980 and 1993 the environmental movement in Germany experienced 
professionalization， and a gradual institutionalization (Rucht/ Blattert/ Rink 1997: 185). With 
the foundation of the Green Party (1980) the movement became pぽtof the political system. 
While until the end of the 1970s the environmental movement strongly opposed state 
institutions， a gradual process of cooperation and exchange started to develop合omthe 1980s 
on. In Japan in the 1960s local movements of pollution victims and their supporters became 
engaged in fighting for recognition and compensationラ butalong with the expansion of air 
pollution in the big cities of Japan citizens started to join forces to battle the disruption of 
their localliving environment. Unlike in GeロnanyラinJ apan these movements have remained 
locally based without any strong institutional background. 
At the beginning of the 1990s in Japan and Germany new institutions dealing with global 
environmental issues appeared， reflecting the globalization of environmental policy due to the 
United Nation Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in Rio de Janeiroラ
1992. In both countries the number of NGOs has increased since then and the environmental 
administration as well as associations from business extended their activities towards global 
environmental issues. Today in Japan 109 national organizations and in Germany 92 
organizations訂econsidered to form the environment policy圃makingnetwork， out of which in 
Japan 91 and in Germany 53 have replied our questionnaire. 
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Table 1: The ecological network in Germany and Japan 
Group specific 
Tota1 number/A Completed B (%) retum rate (B/ A) 
Type of interviews/B (0/0) 
org釦 lzaIlon
Japan Germany Japan Germany Japan Germany Japan Germany 
Governmental 
33 29 28 12 30.8 22.6 84.8 41.4 
Units 
Research 
6 27 6 16 6.5 30.2 100.0 57.1 
Units 
Interest 
53 27 45 17 49.5 32.1 84.9 65.4 
groups 
Mass Media 9 出回目 7 ーーー 7.7 間四国 77.8 ー目白
NGOs 8 9 5 8 5.5 15.1 62.5 88.9 
Total 109 92 91 53 100.0 100.0 83.4 57.6 
Source: own data， 2000. 
What does Table 1 tel us about the composition of the networks? 
Numerically the German network is quite balanced with close to equal representation 
ofgoveロrmentalunits， research institutes， and interest groups. 
In contrast the Japanese network is bipolar， consisting mainly of governmental units 
and interest groups. 
In Japan mass media are considered to be an independent actor in the network. In 
Germany they are regarded as dependent and are not included in the network. For 
practical reasons we will therefore skip mass media企omthe analysis. 
In both countriesラatthe nationallevel NGOs are numerically weak. 
If we have a look into the intemal composition of the network we find more differences: 
In both countries governmental units consists mainly of institutions of the national 
bureaucracy. Only few institutions of the legislative are considered to be part of the 
network， even though their number is higher in Germany th釦 inJapan. 
In Japan with the exception of Rengo and Seiかo(Coop) and the J apan Consumer 
Federation， only interest groups合ombusiness and corpor況ionsare considered to be 
part of the network. 
In contrast in Germany interest group民whichare considered to be part of the network， 
consist of a broad range of organizations合ombusinessラlaborラreligiousinstitutions， 
and various non-profit foundations. 
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司
Research institutes in J apan紅eso田calledthink tanks only and may not considered to 
be independent from government' s perspective on environmental issues， but are 
providing the government and the ruling party with supportive expertiseο~oda 1996: 
388圃390).
In contrast in Germany research institutes in the network consist of economic research 
institutes as well as of professional environmental rese紅chinstitutes like the 
Wuppertal Institute for Climate， Environment， and Energy or the Oko-Institut 
Freiburgラ whichare considered to be independent from goveロrmentin terms of 
presenting more often than not policy proposals which are surmounting governmental 
policies. At least the Oko-Institut Freiburg has been founded explicit1y in support for 
the environmental movement in the country. 
To sum up: The Japanese eco-network may be called bipolar. The core consists of state 
institutions and business. In contrast the German network is pluralistic with research institutes 
supplementing state institutions and a broad range of interest groups taking p訂t.In both 
networks NGOs are numerically weaker than the other groups. However even though the 
number of NGOs is low in both countriesぅinJapan the actors of the network consider the 
NGOs as relative weakラwhilein Germany they are regarded as pre杭yinf1uential. 
3. The position of NGOs in the eco-ne何Torks:describing the difference 
The degree of integration ofNGOs into the policy network can be considered to be of crucial 
importance for explaining differences in political outputsラsinceN GOs are able to provide 
altemative solutions， may mobilize the general public， or enrich the debate with expert 
knowledge. Participation of NGOs contributes to the democratic legitimization of political 
decisions and improves chances for implementation. Last but not least we may訂 guethat the 
integration ofNGOs in environmental policy回makinginf1uences the political options of nation 
states since they constitute a counterpart to economic interests and serve for balancing green 
and economic interests. Because of these reasons integration of NGOs into the policymaking 
process is widely accepted as a necessary precondition for proactive and democratic 
environmental policy at least since the Rio conference in 1992. 
Research and data conceming NGOs in Japan and Germany indicate that NGOs in Japan play 
a minor role in environmental policy-making than in Germany (Schreurs 2002: chapter 3， 
Broadbent 1998: 337). To exp]ore the reasons perhaps it is more important to look at their 
size th釦 theirtotal number. Size refers to the number of membersう thenumber of staff 
available and tinancial resources. 
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The number of members constitutes inf1uence on elections; money determines the number of 
technical and professional staff and may inf1uence the forms of activities as well as the scope 
of c紅npaigns.That is why ithas become a common place to argue that the crucial point for 
equal participation in environmental policy is the availability of resources. In order to make 
comparison possible， here those NGOs 訂echosen for comparisonラ whichbelong to 
intemational green NGOs. Besides Greenpeace and WWFう NABU(Naturschutzbund 
Deutschland) and Nihon yacho no kai (WBSJラWildBird Society Japan) are comp訂ablesince 
in both countries they are the oldest and most traditional organizations for nature conservation. 
The same isなuefor Kiko Network (Kiko nettowaaku ) and Climate Alliance (Klimab加 dnis)ラ
which紅eboth national network organizations， coordinating NGOs in clim丘techange politics. 
All ofthese NGOs may be considered the biggest NGOs in both countries. 
Table 2: Number of individual members 句ersons)
Name of Organization Japan Germany 
Greenpeace 4ラ500 510，000 
Friends of the Eぽth/BUND 500 375，000 
Nihon yacho no kai/ NABU 54，500 385，000 
WWF 37，000 243ラ000
KikδNetwork/ 168 430 
Climate Alliance (Klimabundnis) 
Source: JANIC2002: 56， 61， 67， 109; WBSJ 2004 (January): h社p://www.wbsj.orglinfo/jigyou/1998/index.html;
WWF Germany 2002: 16; own data合om2002. 
Table 3: N umber of staff (persons) 
Name of Organization Japan (a) Germany 
Greenpeace 15 120 
Friends of the E訂th/BUND 18 85 
Nihon yacho no kail NABU 
no data 50 
avaiable 
WWF 60 105 
KikδNetwork/ 6 14 Climate Alliance (Klimabundnis) 
(a) In Japan volunteers are included 
Source: JANIC 2002: 56，61，67，109; WWF Germany 2002: 19; own data from 2002. 
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Table 4: Income in 2001 per year (million Euros) 
N ame of Organization Japan Germany 
Greenpeace 1.2 32.9 
Friends ofthe Earthl BUND 0.8 12.4 
Nihon yacho no kai/ NABU 11.6 16.0 
WWF 12.5 19.9 
Kiko N etworkJ 
0.3 1.0 Climate Alliance (Klimabundnis) 
一
Source: JANIC 2002: 56，61，67，109; WBSJ 2004a (Januぽy):
h社p://www.wbsj.orglinfo/jigyouJ2002/report.htm;WWF Germany 2002: 18; own data from 2002. 
The data of Table 2， 3うand4 indicate that J apanese national N GOs are definitely weaker than 
German NGOs in terms of resources. The difference may be considered to be especially 
decisive with regard to the availability of professional staff， which has been considered to be 
of crucial importance for the development of policymaking capacity. Japanese colleagues 
have argued that because of lacking resources Japanese NGOs are without any strong 
influence in environmental politics (see Hase 2002: 19-20; Megumi 2002: 342).耳oweverラ
compared with other actors in the enviromnental network German N GOs紅econsidered as 
low budget organizations too (Krebs/ Reiche 1999: 241). This means that comparing NGOs in 
Japan not with NGOs in Germany but with other actors in their respective national network 
demonstrates that in any case NGOs have less resources than others actors. Howeverヲwhilein 
J apan weak resources co汀espondwith the notion of low influenceラinGermany despite weak 
resources NGOs are considered to be even more influential than i1terest groups and 
governmental institutions. This observation indicates that we誌記sourcesper se are not 
sufficient to explain political influence and strength. If despite weak resources NGOs gain 
influenceラ wemay assume that they紅eprovided with means of compensating their lack of 
resources. Lack of staff may be compensated by cooperation with influential actorsラ slnce
they may offer information which NGOs are not likely to gain by themselves. Moreover 
cooperation witl1; other NGOs may strengthen visibility by joint actions and mobilization 
power. The assumption therefore is that means of compensating weak resources are different 
in both countries. 
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Openness 01 the network:・。ccessto information 
Access to information is important， because the diversity of information sources is crucial for 
both the professionalization of NGOs and an Ilnportant precondition for participation. If 
resources are limited， cooperation with other actors with regard to information exchange may 
serve as a means of compensation of their weakness. 
Table 5: With whom does yo日rorganization exchange information?のも)
Japan Germany 
Governmental Units 31.7 56.9 
Research U nits 28.8 43.3 
NGOs 23.9 56.6 
Interest Groups 23.5 50.1 
Multiple answers 
Source: Own data (Japan 1998， Gennany 2000) 
With regard to information exchangeラ datademonstrate that in both countries the 
environmental administration is playing the leading role in information exchange (Table のう
i.e. bureaucratic institutions紅emost企equentlymentioned as information source by the 
actors ofthe network. But while in Germany the NGOs訂econsidered as information p紅tners
to the same degreeラinJapan only 23.90/0 ofthe respondents exchange information with themラ
i.e. the integration of NGOs into informational relations is comparatively low. These data 
may indicate that NGOs in Japan are not expected to be able to offer valuable information. 
Moreover it may indicate that the level of information exchange between network actors in 
general is lower and is not playing the same role as in Germany. In any case， means to 
compensate weak resources by informational relations with other actors are limited for 
Japanese NGOs: according to our individual-based interviews members of NGOs exchange 
information with diet members of the Democratic Party， but not intensively with other NGOs. 
With the exception of WWF Japan， al Japanese NGOs we interviewed do not explicit1y 
exchange information with other NGOs neither on the national警 noron the regional or local 
level. Moreover， the interviews demonstrate that intemet， as a means of dispersing 
information between and釘nongNGOs， isnot as frequently employed in Japan as in Germany. 
Instead especially Greenpeace J apan and Friends of the Earth J apan mentioned that they 
solely depend on intemational organizations to gain information. 
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Table 6: Top ten ranking of being mentioned as information exchange partner 
Japan Germany 
National Environment Agency Ministry of Environment 
METI Federal Environment Agency 
Keidanren Wuppertal Insti tute 
Japan Environment Corporation (JEC) European Commission 
UNEP Ministry of Economics 
German Institute of Economic Research 
Central Environment Council 
(DIW) 
Electrical Business Association Oko・InstitutFreiburg 
Ministry of F oreign Affairs 
Social Democratic Party 
(Department of Economic Cooperation) 
National Technology Agency Ministry ofResearch (BMBF) 
New Energy and Industrial Technology 
Greenpeace 
Development Organization 
Source: Own data (Japan 1998， Germany 2000) 
If we supplement these data with a ranking of those ten organizations (Table 6) in both 
countries， which serve as important information sourcesラitbecomes obvious that in Japan the 
core of the information exchange network consists mainly of institutions of bureaucracy and 
Keidanren. NGOs are not included in the top ten. This again supports the assumption that in 
Japan NGOs do not play any significant role as information source. In contrast in Germany 
information exchange is pluralistic and broadly dispersed among NGOsぅpublicadministrationラ
parties and interest groups. The data indicate that big national NGOs not only depend on 
extemal information so町cesbut are mentioned as information sources as well. They are well 
integrated into the informational network. We therefore may conclude that for German NGOs 
the means for compensating weak resources by access to a broad range of information is more 
favorable than for Japanese NGOs. 
Integration in the network・supportpattern 
lnvolvement in information exchange serves besides of its function of knowledge diffusion 
also as an important step towards cooperation. lntergroup support within the network in the 
policy四makingprocess is regarded to be important for consensus building. Moreover 
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supportive relations might provide NGOs with resources and means of compensating 
weakness by building up opportunities for strategic coalitions and mobilization. Besides 
information exchange a crucial point for the position of NGOs therefore might be whether 
they gain support from other organizations of the network. Information about the pa抗emof 
mutual support in the network indicates moreover the degree to which NGOs are integrated 
into the network. 
Table 7: Whom does your organization support? (0/0) 
Japan Germany 
Governmental Units 10.2 27.8 
Research Units 7.8 19.9 
NGOs 5.8 29.9 
Interest Groups 6.5 23.1 
Multiple answers 
Source: Own data (Japan 1998， Germany 2000). 
Table 7 indicates that the share of organizationsラ whichsupport N GOsラ islow in Japan 
compared with Germany. While in Germany 29.9%) of the respondents mention NGOs when 
asked whom they support， inJapan only a mere 5.8% supports NGOs. The difference in 
support indicates fewer opportunities for Japanese NGOs to participate from resources of 
other actors. Among the ten organizations most frequently named in Japan are seven sections 
of ministries in charge with environmental policyラbutno political parties in parliament and no 
NGOs. This corresponds to the data on information exchange (Table 6) according to which 
political pぽtiesdo not play any significant role in the Japanese network， neither the ruling 
parties nor the opposition even though N GOs consider the Democratic Party， the Communist 
Party and the Komeito as open to environment issues. Moreover our interviews with NGOs 
indicate that supportive relations are rare between national NGOs eitherラsincethey consider 
themselves to be too different from each other to cooperate. According to our interviews this 
is especial1y true for Greenpeace Japan. Only the big nature conservation organizations 
(Nihonyachδno ka乙WWFJapan， and Nihon shizen hogo-kai) cooperate to a certain degree. 
In contrast in Germany support between the members of the network is rather equally 
distributed. NGOs name the highest number of supportive relations among the groups of the 
network. When asked whom they support most frequent1y NGOs mention rather equally the 
environmental administrationラresearchinstitutes， and interest groups. At the same time they 
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receive support from the environmental administration and research institutes， but the 
strongest mutual support relation can be found between the NGOs themselves (Table 8). 
Table 8: Frequency of support bet¥.veen the groups in Germany 
Governmental Research Units NGOs Other lnterest 
Units groups 
Governmental Units 0.421 0.294 0.330 0.262 
Research U nits 0.280 0.361 0.125 0.113 
NGOs 0.170 0.144 0.453 0.191 
Other interest groups 0.415 0.183 0.406 0.320 
」一
Source: Own data (Japan 1998， Germany 2000) 
Combining data conceming information exchange and support may lead us to the訂gument
that the German network is more open than the Japanese one. NGOs are well integrated. Well 
established supportive relations with other NGOs indicate that NGOs may compensate weak 
membership by receiving suppo抗企omother NGOs for joint action. This enlarges their 
capacity to mobilize for political campaigns and produces visibility in society. Moreover high 
involvement in cooperativ号relationswith interest groups and the administration has proved to 
facilitate coalition building. This argument is supported by case studies conceming the 
decision making process on the introduction ofthe eco-tax (Krebs/Reich 1998: 190). In order 
to promote the introduction， Greenpeace cooperated with one of the largest labor union for 
public services (OTV)， the Green Party cooperated with the union for those employed in 
construction， agriculture and environment services (Industriegewerkschaft Bauen， Agr訂ヲ
Umwelt， IG BAU). BUND was supported by the National Federation of Young Entrepreneurs 
(Bund junger Untemehmer， BJU) in the case of the eco圃taxintroductionラb凶 joinedforces 
with the humanitarian organization of the Catholic Church Misereor in the case of exploring a 
concept for sustainable Germany. In the case of the promotion of renewable energy Mez 
(2003: 22) reports about the cooperation between environmental organizations and municipal 
distributors. Greenpeace Germany and the BUND have led campaigns to s叩portproviders of 
renewable energy. Coalitions like these imply an increase in mobilizationラwhichcan be seen 
as an opportunity to compensate weak resources in terms of gaining information， experti民 or
membership. 
To sum up: In both countries the NGOs are comparatively weak in number and in resources. 
HoweverラGermanNGOs are integrated into a pluralistic networkうconsistingof big influential 
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core institutions of NGOs (Greenpeaceう BUND)，state (Ministry of Environment， Federal 
Environment Agency)， and research (Oko圃InstitutFreiburg， Wuppertal Institute for Climateう
Environmentラ andEnergy). Cooperation between business and NGOs is increasing and has 
become visible by strategic coalitions between for instance BUND and BJU (National 
Federation of Young Entrepreneurs) (Weidner 1996: 206・207).In Japan NGOs are less 
integrated into the network. The core institutions of environmental policy making are 
restricted to bureaucracy and business. NGOs have les access to information and enjoy less 
support by other organizations than German NGOs. 
The combination of al variables conceming the position of NGOs in the eco四networksof 
Germany and Japan supports former research on NGOs in environmental policy according to 
which NGOs in Japan訂eless integrated and influential than German NGOs. 
4. PoHtical outputs and the composition of networks: explaining differences 
between Germany and Japan 
τhe reasons for differences between NGOs in Germany and Japan in terms of influence and 
power are shaped by distinctive historicalラpoliticaland social aspects of the two countries and 
therefore diverse. Here only three aspects will be discussed， which have atlracted broad 
academic interest: 
the meaning of resources 
the relevance of civil society tradition 
national policy styles. 
The γesouγcesαγgument 
lt is a well皿known紅gumentthat poor financial resources are the reason for the weakness of 
NGOs in Japan. The NGOs themselves employ this argument (Kobayashi/ Yukawa 1999: 
13ふ139).There is no doubt that sufficient financial support is a necessaηprecondition for 
access to the political processヲsincemoney is needed to hire professional staff and conduct 
activities. Our data demonstrate that NGOs in Japan are indeed less well off than German 
NGOs. One reason is the relatively low number of members in the case of Japan. The size of 
membership influences financial income and the capacity of fund raising. Income from 
membership fees therefore can be assumed to be much lower in Japan than in Germany. 
Besides direct income， German NGOs are in a more comfortable situation than Japanese 
NGOs since they enjoy indirect support by receiving staff from the national program for 
provision of employment for the unemployed (Arbeitsbeschaffungsmasnahmen， ABM). 
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Moreover NGOs紅eofficially accepted as such kind of institutions where young men may 
work instead of j oining the milit的 service(Zivildienst). Because of thisラNGOsin Germany 
may compensate poor staff by access to a young workforce which is said to be highly 
motivated. Another means of indirect financial support which German NGOs 叫oyas 
registered non-profit organizations is that donations are exempted from taxation， which offers 
attractive financial incentives for donors to support NGOs. Because of these means of 
compensating weak financial resources by direct and indirect public suppo民 wemay 
conclude that German NGOs meet a more supportive social and political environment than 
the Japanese. 
However， out of the following arguments it is questionable whether the difference between 
J apanese and German N GOs in teロnsof resources sufficiently explains differences in their 
power and inf1uence. 
First: like mentioned before， in comparison with the other actors in the policy-making 
network German NGOs紅eweak conceming their financial resources too. According to some 
authors also NGOs in Germany never gain equal opportunities for inf1uencing the policy-
making process because of a low budget (Krebs/ Reiche 1999: 291). 
Second: during the 1970sラdespitethe lack of public financial support， citizenうsmovements 
in Japan have had a strong political impact. Unlike today these movements did not enjoy 
public s立pport，they were mostly excluded by the local goveロrment企ominformational 
resources and were target of“soft control" (Broadbent 1998: 364). Howeverラ inthose days 
high levels of pollution and environmental deterioration supported legitimization of social 
protest and politization of environmental issues in society， which provided them with 
inf1uence. 
Third: German NGOs have been able to compensate their relative weakness by strategic 
coalitions with research institutes and interest groups. Labor unions as well as influential 
interest groups and the Greens and Social Democrats have joined hands with NGOs in a 
variety of campaigns (see Weidner 1996). Cooperation and coalition building have served to 
compensate scarcity of resources and have provided favorable preconditions for expanding 
expertise and professionalization. In contrast， environmental groups have lost powerful 
coalition partners in Japan due to the dissolution of a leftist political network consisting of 
labor unions and leftist parties. While during the early 1970s anti-pollution movements 
received support from the local branches of Sohyδand the political parties on the left， leading 
to the raise of so四calledkakushin jichitai (progressive local govemments)ラtoday the potential 
for coalition building is limited. The Democratic Party， which has been established by a 
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おsionof former Liberal Party and former Democratic Party in 2003， has declared in its 
“manifesto" the support for NGOs and civil society engagement， but it is too early to estimate 
the extent to which support can be expected. The Communist Party and the Social Democratic 
Party have been supportive on a case by case basis on the local level， but they have not 
developed into s廿ongcoalition pぽtnersofNGOs on the nationallevel. 
F ourth: the lack of means of compensating weak resoぽcesas a feature of Japanese NGOs 
has consequences for the forms of action they employ for reaching their goals. 1n J apan as 
well as in Germanyラalnetwork groups address most of their activities to the bureaucracy. 
However， inGermany NGOs are able to mobilize members of various organizations and 
ordinary citizens for direct actions like demonstrations and mass events. As a result NGOs 
attract attention of the general public and also called attention of the countη戸smass media 
most fre司uentlyto their activities among the groups of actors within the network. This is 
possible because of the broad support base they rely on. 
τo sum up: These arguments indicate that restricted financial resources do not tel the whole 
story. The existence of means of compensating poor resources seems to be decisive for the 
power of the N GOs as well. 
The civil society tradition argument 
It seems that there exists a broad consensus conceming the rise of civil society in Japan. The 
overwhelming majority of the literature considers the 1990s as a watershed for civil society 
development. Especially the Kobe earthquake of 1995 is said to be the tuming point making 
the Japanese people aware of the potential of civil society. Even though there is evidence of 
vibrant civil engagement since the Tokugawa era (Garon 2003)ラithas been argued that the 
strong Japanese state has hindered the development ofpowerful civil engagement. Until1998ヲ
when the NPO law was promulgatedラNGOsin Japan had met the strictest regulations in the 
“developed world" (Pekkanen 2001: 2). NPOs did not only depend on state authorities in 
charge with their application for state approval， but were profoundly discouraged by the lack 
of financial support and tax reductions for donations， severe requirements conceming the 
financial basis of the organizationラ andsupervision and administrative guidance by the 
authorities (Schwartz 2003: 10田11).Bureaucrats decided which NPOs are allowed to exist and 
which not. The majority of groups which did not receive legal status experienced 
disadvantages with regard to the management of the group， taxation， and access to public 
subsidies. The arguments run that the ruling triad of LDPラnationalbureaucracy and business 
has left citizens with minimal influence even a全erthe war， when the right to associate was 
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guaranteed to the people.τhe situation of NGOs may change in the future since with the 
introduction of the NPO law in Japan in 1998 the conditions for incorporation of associations 
have improved. HoweverラunlikeAmerican researchers， who紅equite optimistic with regard 
to the effects of the new law for the development of civil society in Japan (Pekkanen 2003)， 
representatives of Greenpeace Japan， WWF Japanラ KikoN etwork ぽikonettowaaku) and 
ChiわJUno tomo the NGOs have been reluctant in the interviews we took to praise the law as a 
milestone. They consider the regulations conceming tax exemption stil insufficient but 
acknowledge positive effects of gaining a legal approval with regard to public recognition of 
NGOs. 
In contrastラ inGermany a strong involvement of citizens in various associations has been 
observed since the middle of the 19th century with a relative permissive state. After the defeat 
in 1945仕eedomof association was encouraged in the course of democratization policies. The 
German civil society has developed along the Swedish to one of the strongest in Europe， 
covering a broad scale of civic engagement like sports， leisureラwelfareラenvironment，and city 
planning (Anheier/ Seibel 2001ラ chapter6). Barriers to gain a legal status as a non-profit 
association are low. The local civil court is in charge with the approval as a nOIトprofit
organization， which is the precondition for receiving exemption from taxation， and tax 
deduction for contributions and donations. 
We therefore may conclude that the development of civil society differs in both countries. 
However it would be too shortsighted to reduce the discussion on the specific influence of 
civic associations to the static perspective. The concentration on the state-NGO四relation
which is prevalent in the civil society literature tends to victimize Japanese NGOs (Broadbent 
1998， Pekkanen 2003). Even though compared with Germany the legal preconditions for civil 
engagement in J apan may be considered to be less favorable for N GOs even todayヲourdata 
indicate that N GOs紅enot only victims of state controlラbutare actively shaping their role by 
themselves. It has been argued that due to the strong central state tradition， local NGOs more 
often than not even refuse to become engaged on the nationallevel. But unlike in Germany 
local movements were not strongly engaged in networking with other local groups. Strong 
local movements like the movement against the establishment of an anti-nuclear power皿plant
in the city of Maki have not received much support from other local movements in the 
country. Moreover compared with German NGOs the big national environmental NGOs are 
based in Tokyo and have no elaborated network of local groups behind them. While BUND， 
Friends of the E紅白， Greenpeace or WWF in Germany re1y on regional and local branches of 
the organization， the biggest environmental N GOs in the country do not have local branches 
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and seem to be qなiteisolated from each other. They focus on lobbying activitiesラbutnot on 
networking and direct action. Our data indicate也atcooperation and communication among 
NGOs is lower in Japan than in Germany. This might be explained by the fact that Japanese 
NGOs tend to focus on a special field of interest and are less comprehensive than German. 
For instance BUND is active in energy policy as well as in nature conservation and is 
cooperating with institutions in both fields. In contrast Kiko Network is active in climate 
change policy but does not cooperate with the Genshiryoku shiryo-shitsu (nuclear energy 
libr訂y)ヲanumbrella N GO in the field of nuclear energy. This hinders cooperation 
To s凶nup: the difference between German and Japanese NGOs in terms of inf1uence and 
integration may be explained by differences in the tradition of civil engagement and more 
restrictive conditions for Japanese NGOs to develop beyond the state. But what also makes a 
difference is the internal structure of the NGO community. Unlike in Germany， the 
movements in Japan are less vertically integrated with regard to the local-central dimension， 
they are less comprehensive in terms of issues， and they are less involved in networking and 
supporting each other. 
National policy style 
1t has been訂guedthat a corporatist policy style favors successful environmental policy 
(Ricken 1995: 496-497). This implies a stable mode of consultation， communication， and 
cooperation in the policy圃makingprocess between the state and the big interest groups. Our 
data for J apan indicate that in the environmental field the p出 emof corporatist policy style 
corresponds to the well四lrnownexclusive pattern ofbusiness-state-relation. 
In contrastラinGermany the network is integrating bureaucracy and interest groups企omthe 
business sector， but big green research institutes and NGOs as well. However the network 
does not indicate the existence of eco-corporatist policy田makingpa抗ern.The data support 
various case studiesぅaccordingto which the German network is pluralistic one with a variety 
of changing coalitions and s油田networks(Weidner 1996: 222; Krebs/ Reiche 1999). The big 
interest groups from labor and business have lost inf1uence in environmental politics while 
NGOs have increased their access to various environment related councils ofthe state and the 
countries. On the nationallevel the core of the network is composed of organizations from al 
p紅tsof the societyヲlikethe Wuppertal Institute for Climate， Environment， and Energy and 
the German Economic Research Institute (Deutsches Institut釘rWirtschaftsforschung， D 1W) 
as representatives of research institutes， BUND 釦 dGreenpeace as NGOsラ andthe 
Environmental Ministry and the Federal Environmental Agency as administration. They are 
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both the driving forces of cooperation and the key actors in ad七oc-networks，which may 
change in their composition over time and issue. 
Second: the German political system is open in terms of party competition. The Green Party 
is mentioned by 71 % of the network organizations as information source. 36.5% support the 
partγs environmental policy. Even though neither in Germany nor in Japan political parties 
are considered to be the core of the policy-making networkラtheGreen Party in Germany has 
doubtless inf1uenced the agenda-setting process by presenting innovative policies. Because of 
reιgreen coalitions in various countries since the 1980s the party has become able to increase 
the number of representatives of green interests in the public administration. Former green 
activists from the environmental movements have found their way into influential positions in 
the administrationラ researchinstitutes， industryう andpolitical parties， which can be rarely 
o bserved in s江cha high number in any other country -one exception might be the US. 
In J apan we rarely can find former environmentalists in national administration and the 
ruling political parties， but we can find former bureaucrats in NGOs. In cases where such 
personalities gain influence they are helpful in building cooperation ties with bureaucracy and 
political parties， namely the LDP and the Democratic Party. They use their former 
connections with the bureaucracy and the leading political parties for the NGO's goals， but 
they remain bureaucracy centered. 
To sum up: both systems are integrativeラ butthe eco国networkin Japan might be calIed 
exclusive without NGOsラ whilein Germany it is inclusive. This implies that consensus 
building is exc1uding opponents in Japan while integrating critical voices in Germany. 
Conclusion 
This article has started with the argument that the quality of environmental policies depends 
ceterIs paribus on the degree green interest groups紅eintegrated in the environmental 
policymaking network. The analysis of the data has demonstrated that in Japan the NGOs 
play a minor role in the network while in Germany the big national NGOs are well integrated 
into the network and are considered to play a significant role， even though in both countries 
NGOs can be considered to be the weakest actors in terms of resources in the national 
networks. The comparison suggests that what makes the difference is the availability of 
means to compensate weak resources. Compensation of weak resources depends on extemal 
factors as wel1 as intemal factors. 
Extemal preconditions refer to the quality of the network: In Germanyラ pluralityof the 
composition of the network allows compensation of weak resources by coalition building 
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between NGOs and powerful actors from interest groups and research. Open access to various 
information sources supports professionalization and compensation of weakness. In contrast 
NGOs in Japan seem to be rather isolated inside the network with no epistemic community 
backing them up. 
Interna1 preconditions refer to the capacity of NGOs to act open and inclusive. In Germany 
the big national NGOs rely on well-established institutionalized ties between the national， 
regionalヲandthe local branches of the organization. The high degree of vertical integration 
supports mobilization power， lobbying activities， and political influence. Horizontal 
integration of NGOs compensates weak human resources by cooperation. In Japan the big 
national NGOs do not have strong institutionalized ties with other NGOs; they seldom do join 
forces for action. Networking among the NGO community appears limited. 
Improvement of extemal as well as of intemal preconditions seems to be of crucial 
importance for N GOs to quali今asindependent professionals and become an accepted part of 
the policy-making process. 
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Who has voice? 
The case of participatoηequity in Germany and Japan 
Introduction 
The question who has voice refers to the participatory dimension of equity. It is related to 
distributional eq江ityin so far as the experience or the expectation of being most affected by 
environmental deterioration may motivate people to cal for participation. This has been the 
case in Germany as well as in J apan when citizens felt inequality in the distribution of 
environmental risk. In Germany those who were affected by the construction of nuclear 
power plants raised in protest since the 1970s. In Japan since the 1960s victims of air 
pollution strove for participation in anti回pollutionagreements with local industries to define 
emission standards according to the local pollution level. In these cases being directly 
affected provided the groups with legitimation to demand participation opportunities. Their 
goals were primarily the reduction of health risks in their living surrounding， but not 
necessarily the improvement ofthe environment in general. 
However this kind of groups of directly affected people provided impetus for the rise of new 
movements of concerned citizens who were not any more victims of environmental 
deteriorationラbutwere concemed with a broad scale environmental issues. These groups have 
become active to supplementラcoηectラorchange public environmental policiesラbutsince the 
UNCED process and the conferences on the global environment during the 1990s they appear 
on the intemationallevel as well. Today a consensus exists even among goveロ1ll1entsthat the 
integration of NGOs in the policy四makingprocess is an important factor in international as 
well as national environmental politics. NGOs are accepted as interest groups that work for an 
improvement of environmental quality simply as concerned and informed citizens. Their 
legitimization has risen dramatically since the notion of civil society and civil engagement 
have entered the political agenda. NGOs are said to be able to provide altemative solutionsラ
may balance economic interests or enrich the debate with expert knowledge. NGOs represent 
voters and thereby improve legitimation of political decisions. N GO membership紅e
consumers who may inf1uence the "greening“of markets and products. The integration of 
NGOs into the policy-making process therefore is widely accepted as a necessary 
precondition for proactive and democratic environmental politics. We therefore may expect 
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that state agencies facilitate mobilization by providing a favorable environment for becoming 
engaged to NGOs. 
However while political inf1uence of actors from business on environmental policy decisions 
seems to be selbstverstandlich (self圃evident/as amatter of course) in al societies， the power 
of civil actorsラi.e.environmental NGOs cannot be taken for granted in al countries. Power 
and inf1uence do not seem to be distributed equally in any case. 
In Japan NGOs are considered to be relatively weak on the national level of policy四makingラ
while in Germany NGOs are regarded as inf1uential actors in environmental policy田making.
The question therefore arises what makes the difference between power and inf1uence 
German and Japanese NGOs exert in their given society. 
This paper is to explore the preconditions for NGOs to raise voice and be heard in the 
domestic environmental policy-making process in Germany and Japan. Out of comparative 
reasons the paper will concentrate on national NGOs in both countries onlyラwhichimplies 
that the focus is not on the access citizens have to the improvement of their local living 
environment. 1t will st紅twith some remarks conceming the theoretical合ameworkof the 
paper. 1 will then analyse the nature of the political system， avaibility of resources， and 
political opportunities with regard to the position of NGOs in the environmental policy 
making network in Germany and J apan and explore differences in their performance. The 
paper will close with the extraction of some preconditions for equal access to the policy-
making process from my comparison. 
1 Preconditions for Participation: political context and resources 
NGOs in environmental politics are confronted with strong actors in the field， namely 
bureaucratic institutions， and leading interest groups from business. This implies that the 
preconditions for rising voice are shaped by at least three factors: 
由 Natureofthe political system 
The political system shapes the opportunities for NGOs to mobilize resources， defines the 
range of legitimate forms of participation and actionラ釦dinf1uence their potential political 
sucess (Tilly 1978). The pluralistic composition of actors and access of well organized 
interest groups to the political process is considered to be favourable for civil participation. 
A competitive p訂tysystem is inf1uencing the political environment for NGOs since a 
plurality of political parties offers a variety of ideologies， values， and issues， which may 
facilitate availability of coalition partners for NGOs. The relative size of state intervention 
may inf1uence the activities of NGOs by providing them with resources (AslトGanlerラR.
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and M. Zald 1987). Employment programs for instance may support NGOs activities. 
Decentralized political structures have been regarded as favourable for environmental 
civil activities (Janicke 1996:22). 
同 Availability of resources 
State institutions rely on a highly professionalized staff， rich budgetラandopen access to 
information， while leaders from business may rely not only on material resources， but on 
their power as employers as well which provides them with strong訂gumentswhenever 
environmental issues tend to restrict economic interests. Compared with these mightful 
actors， N GOs are weak in terms of resources. Resources refer to material and norトmaterial
resources. The former include moneyラ organizationalfacilitiesラ manpower，means of 
communicationラetc.;the later include legitimacy， loyalty， authorityラmoralcommitmentラ
solid訂itうら etc. (Je凶C1nsぅ 1981: 117). In order to overcome relative scare resso江rcesthe 
crucial question is whether or not means of compensation are avaiable for NGOs. 
ーOpportunitiesto balance power structures 
Besides resources and the nature of the political systemヲtheopportunities of N GOs to 
gain inf1uence are shaped by political tradition and policy style. The degree to which a 
society is accepting political participation of NGOs as a legitimate form of civil 
engagement in policy-making coηesponds to the tradition of civil society. The stronger 
the tradition is the more we can expect supportive legal provisions for citizens to 
participate in policy-making. However legal opportunities alone are not sufficient. Like 
Zald and McCarthy (1980) have arguedラ cooperationand competition inside the NGO 
community play a role too. Cooperation between the big national environmental NGOs as 
well as between national NGOs and local groups or between local groups ought to exist in 
order to bring about commonly shared goals， tomobilize the publicラandto compensate 
limited own resources. In contrastラ competitionconcerning fundsラ membershipラ or
acknowlegement among NGOs is critical since it may weaken the community and may 
invite企agmentationand conf1ict. lanicke and others have extended this argument. They 
stress that a cooperative political cultureラ atradition of consensus-building decision四
making and intra-and interpolicy cooperation are decisive for the integration of NGOs 
into the policy圃makingprocess. Openess of the political system in terms of access to 
information helps to promote equal access to the policy-process as well (see 
Janicke/Weidner 1995， lanicke 1996). 
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2. The nature of the political systems 
It has been訂guedthat the greater the functional decentralization of a given political 
system， the more likely it is that citizens can effectively raise voice (Ash-Garner/ Zald 1987: 
310). In the environmental field functional decentralisation typically is s仕ongln lssues 
closely related to local concems like waste management， regional developmentラortrafi c. If 
local or regional governments are powerfulラenvironmentalgroups face favourable chances to 
press for their demands at the local or regional level. In contrast issues of national or 
intemational concem like climate change politicsラareusually dominated by the gove口rment.
Here N GOs face strong interests from business and bureaucracy when they are going to get 
involved. This means that according to issues NGOs meet different requirements to raise 
voice effectively. 
In Japan the institutionalisation of environmental politics started during the 1960s when 
heavy air and water pollution pushed the government towards the establishment of new 
institutions of environmental politics. Japan became one of the forerunner in the formation of 
basic institutions of environmental administration. In 1967 the basic law for Environmental 
pollution control passed the diet and the environment council was installed as an advisory 
counci1 for the govemment. In 1971 the Environment Agency was established. During the 
socalled pollution diet in 1972 the legal合ameworkfor pollution control was formulated. 
According to the strong centralism of the political system， local and regional gove立rmentsin 
principle紅ein charge of implemention only. However they have some space to decide on 
local issues independently by ordinances. Since the m司jorresp. the governor of towns， cities， 
and prefectures are elected directlyラtheyare responsive to cItizens demands as demonstrated 
during the 1970ies when in the most polluted regions candidates of the opposition forces were 
elected as head of the city or prefecture. Local gove立田lentswhich were under strong pressure 
of local citizens in those years took the initiative to define local emission standards stricter 
than those on the national level and supported citizens to participate in the formulation of 
anti回pollutionagreements with local enterprises. However since politicalleaders on the local 
and regional levelぽemore often than not politically "independent“environmental issues 
failed to become decisive for party politics. 
In Germany as a federal system， functional decentralization in environmental politics 
differs according to isues. Even though the countries訂enot in charge of policy回makingin 
fields like air pollution， nuclear saftetyラandnoise， inany case they indirectly participate in the 
decision四makingprocess via the Bundesrat and the assembly of the ministers of the 
envlfon立lent.
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The countries and local goveロrmentsare in charge with environmental policies especially 
with regard to traffic， energy supplyラwasteand water managementラandregional development. 
Unlike in Japan in Germany citizens engagement in environmental issues started not with 
typicallocal problems but with protest against nuclear power plants. Between 1970 and 1972 
groups were formed by those who were directly affected by the construction ofnuclear power 
plants or development projects. Since protest against energy politics has to be adressed to the 
national government， inGermany from the very beginning citizens have had to deal with 
S仕onginstitutions from the national bureaucracy and energy production. This is why even 
though local by originラtheearly protest groups mobilized sucessfully nation-wide. (Batelle 
Institut 1975:22-23). Most of them organized as formal associations under the Vereinsrecht， 
in order to gain組 acceptedstatus in society. In order to reach their goals， groups j oined 
hands and formed associations on the regional and national level. In 1972 the federal 
association of citizens groups for environmental protection (BBU) was founded to serve as 
the voice of local and regional groups. At latest from this time on， the local and regional 
groups were no single point田movementsany moreラbutdefined their goals broadlyラnamely
environmental protectionラ accessto information， protection of health (Batelle Institut 
1975: 138). They represented the reservoir of supporters for the institutionalisation of green 
interests after 1975. With the foundation of the Green Party and its success on the local and 
national level they became the base for the ent巧rof greeen interests in the political party 
system. 
Because of the different origins of citizens engagement in environmental issues the 
structure of NGOs' engagement in both countries remains different until today， even though 
in both countries new environmental NGOs become active in the early 1990ies in climate 
change issues. While in Germany the N GO community is vertically integrated and part of the 
national policy四makingprocess， inJapan the community is more or less divided into local 
groups and national NGOs， with only the later striving for influence on the national level. 
Numerical1y about 70% of the Japanese groups are locally based. On the national level 8 
NGOs are considered to be part ofthe national environmental policy-making network besides 
121 organisations from business， government， and research (Tsujinaka 1997:1). In Germany 
we have identified 92 organisations (Foljanty-Jost 2004)， out of which 9 are national NGOs. 
Therefore， the number ofNGOs that are considered as part ofthe national network is small in 
both countries. They consist of the branches of intemational ENGOs like WWF and 
Greenpeace as well as of national NGOs. Even though the policy-making network in both 
countries does not differ in sizeラitdiffers in composition: 
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ln both countries governmental units involved in environmental politics consist 
mainly of institutions of the national bureaucracy from economy and environment. 
Only few institutions of the legislative are considered to be of relevance. ln Germany 
the Green party and the Social Democratic Party (SPD) as wel1 as the parliamentary 
commission for nature conservation， the environmentラ andnuclear safety 訂e
considered to be influential in environmental policy田makingラwhilein Japan neither 
political parties nor GLOBE as an association of concemed diet membersラ are
regarded as influential (Foljanty-Jost 2005) . 
ln Japan interest groups in the network are mostly from business with the only 
exception ofRengo叩 dSeikyδ(Coop) and the Japan Consumer Federation. 
In contrast in Germany interest groupsラwhich訂econsidered to be part of the network， 
consist of a broad range of organisations. Besides business associations from 
electricity production， car production， or petrochemicalsう theco印式ry's big labour 
unlonsラreligiousinstitutions and various foundations紅econsidered to play a role too. 
Research institutes in Japan are so-called think tanks only， and may not considered to 
be independent actorsヲ but紅eproviding the goveロrmentand the ruling party with 
expertise (Noda 1996: 388-390). 
In contrast in Germany rese訂chinstitutes in the network consist of economic research 
institutes as wel1 as of independent professional environmental research institutes. One 
of the most influential is the Wuppertal-Institute for Climateラ Environment，Energy 
and the Oko-Institute in Freiburg， which has been established explicitely in support for 
NGOs. 
We may conclude that with regard to the composition of the given networksラinGermany the 
network is numerically quite balanced. It can be called pluralistic with close to equal 
representation of govemmental units， research institutes， and other interest groupsラ notonly 
合ombusinessラbutfrom labor unions， religious institutions， and foundations as well (Foljanty時
JostうJacob2004). In contrast the Japanese network is numerically bipolarうconsistingmainly 
of governmental units and interest groups企ombusiness. 
This implies that the power relations NGOs face in both countries differs: The pluralistic 
composition of the network in Germany provides NGOs with a broad variety of cooperation 
partners， which are not stable but change from time and issue. Even though neither in 
Germany nor in J apan political parties are considered to be the core of the policy圃making
network， the mere existence of the Green Party in Germ組 yhas provided environmental 
interests with favourable environment. At least tiU 1998， when the Green Partyl Bundnis 90 
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formed a coalition government with the SPD， the mere existence of an altemative to 
conservative policy options supported the responsiveness of the political system to 
environmental concerns and environmental NGOs. After 1998， the relation between NGOs 
and the Green Party has became spannungsreich (sus予enseful)from time to time， since 
especially the country' s big NGOs like BUND， WWF and Greenpeac己feltdisappointed in the 
face of Green Parties compromises in environmental politics (Raschke 2001: 167). However， 
合oma comparative point of viewラopennessand competitiveness of the party system and the 
potential of the Green Party of mobilizing voters for the environment has provided German 
groups since the early 1980ies with favourable conditions (Schreurs 2002:243) 
Japan lacks a Green Party. With the exception of the short period of 1993 to 1996 the 
country is ruled by the conservative Liberal-Democratic Party (LDP). Politicians from the 
opposition parties complain that the pa抗ysystem is not open to environmental concems. The 
LDP is able to dominate the agenda setting processラeventhough unlike the period til 1993 it 
is now part of a coalition goveロrment.The p紅tyhas proved to be able to integrate demands 
企omsociety to a certain degree into its' policies like in the case of the new energy lawラ
thereby securing it' s dominance and minimizing party competition. Since environmental 
lssues訂enot attracting votersラtheexisting opposition p紅tyre合ainsfrom open environmental 
engagement， even though loose relations exist for instance between members of NGOs and 
th~ Democratic Party on an individual level (Interview with Togazaka Hidekiラ Democratic
P訂ty16.10.2002). 
The openness of the party system corresponds to the openness of human resource policies. 
In Germany former green activists from the environmental movements have found their way 
into inf1uential positions in the administration， rese紅chinstitutes， industry， and political 
parties. In J apan we rarely can find former environmentalists in national administration and 
the ruling political partiesラbutwe can find former bureaucrats in NGOs like in the case of 
Ka叫cyobunmei or Environmental Enlightment. Kato Saburo， the president of this NGO is a 
former leading bureaucrat of the environment ministry， who founded the organisation after 
retirement. In cases where such personalities gain inf1uence they紅ehelpお1in building 
cooperation ties with bureaucracy and political partiesぅnamelythe LDP and the Minshかto.
Theyむsetheir connections with the bureaucracy and the leading political parties for advocacy 
activities (Interview with Kato Saburo 10.10.2002). 
To conclude: even though in both countries functional decentralization is realized to 
some degree in some fields of environmental policitisぅdifferencesin the original opponents of 
citizens protest caused different structures of NGO acitivities. With the government as 
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Adressat of their activities Gennan NGOs have been forced to mobilize on the national level 
e訂ly.In this process they have met favorable conditions due to a high competive p訂ty
system which has supported environmental concems and a pluralistic network of political 
decision-makingぅ whichallowed integration. In contrast Japanese ENGOs seem to be split 
even today into two types: those which are mainly local based and those which are striving 
for advocacy activities on the national level. They cannot rely on institutionalised green 
interests like a green party and have to act on the national level in a political context which is 
mostly dominated by the exclusive network ofthe bureaucracy， think tanksラ andbusiness. 
3 Ressources as Precondition for Participation 
In order to balance unequal power distribution between the actors in environmental 
politicsぅthemobilization and avaibility of resources is said to be decisive too. Resouτces may 
refer to membership， the number of staff available and financial resourcesうbutto noト material
resources as welllike s叩portor information. 
3.1 Material resources 
The size of membership is deeply connected with the prospective income of a NGO. Besides 
state subsidies and donations， membership fees constitute the financial base of activities. 
Moreover membership size inf1uences capacity of mobilizing for demonstration or other 
forms of direct action. Finally membership size is decisive for political power since members 
訂evoters and may influence election outcomes. Money determines the number of technical 
and professional staff and may inf1uence the forms of activities as well as the scope of 
C出npa1gns.
In order to make comp紅isonpossible， those national NGOs are chosen which have 
correspondents in the other country. NABU (Natur吋 lutzbundDeutschland) and Yacho no 
kai (WBSJ， Wild Bird Society Japan) are in both countries the oldest and most traditional 
organisations for nature conservation. Kiko network and Klimabundnis are both national 
network organisations， coordinating NGOs in the climate change policies. Greenpeace and 
WWF exist in both countries as national branches. All of these NGOs are the biggest NGOs 
in the given country. 
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Table 1: Number of lndividual Membership 
Name of Organisation Japan Germany 
Greenpeace 5000 (2003) 530.000 (2003) (a) 
FoE/BUND 320 (2001) 391.123 (2003) (a) 
Yacho no kail NABU 50.000 (2003) 390.531 (2003) 
WWF 35.632 (2004) 258.000 (2003) 
Kiko回Networkl
Climate Alliance 
427 (2001) 1260 (2004) (b) 
(a) Mitglieder und Forderer 








Table 2: Number of Staff 
Name of Organisation Japan 
Greenpeace 17 (2003) 
FoE/BUND 14 (2004) 
Yacho no kail NABU N 0 figure available 
WWF 43 (2004) 
Kiko-N etwork/ Climate 
Alliance (Klimabundnis) 
10 (2004) 











Table 3: Revenue per year (million Euro) 
Name of Organisation Japan Germany 
Greenpeace 。ラ8(2003) 38ラ6(2003) 
Friends of the EarthJ BUND 0，8 (2001) 13，3 (2003) 
Yacho no kai/ NABU 12ラo(2003) 18うo(2003) 
WWF 8，2 (2003) 25ラ5(2003) 
Kiko閤Network/ Climate 
Alliance (KlimabUlldnis) 




http:/ Iwww.bund.net/lab/reddot2/in1ages/ contentl ertraege. ip立
http:/IWV¥明.wwf.or. ip/aboutvv'¥ぱireport/20031pn-anu田rep.pdf
1ltip://www.klimabuendnis.de/do¥vnloadlb p2004 de.pdf 
The data support the general assumption that Japanese national NGOs are definitely weaker 
than German N GOs in teロnsof resourcesラeventhough we may no neglect differences among 
the Japanese NGOs. The Data indicates that the traditional nature conservation organizations 
in Japan are better off than groups mostly involved in environmental protection. But even 
WWF and Yacho no kai紅efmancially not as wel1 off as their German counterparts. 
Financial resources訂emembership fees， donationsラandpublic support. In the case of J apan 
with the exception of WWF and Yachδno kai membership is smal1. Groups with small 
membership like Friends of the Earth or Climate network get only 10% of their income from 
membership feesラdonationsare rare in any case (Interview with OkasakiラFriendsof the E紅白
10.10.2002 and Hirata Kimiko， Climate Network 9.10.2002). The government has promulged 
as late as 1998 a law concerning non醐profitorganisations (NPO ho) which is providing some 
tax reductions for donationsラhoweverNGOs remain skeptical wether the new provisions will 
improve the willingness of private donators to support them (Nihon bengo-shi rengo圃kai
2001: 61). Since 1993 the Global environment fund (Nihon chikyu kankyo kikin)ラaministry 
of the environment' s organization， offers public subsidies to NGOs. Since this kind of support 
is for clearly defined projects only， NGOs cannot rely on it for regular staf. NGOs therefore 
mostly rely on volunteers， since they cannot afford plenty of professional staf. It is said that a 
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mere of 10 %訂eable to employ regular staff， out of which only 10% can offer a regular 
salary (Hirono 2004:65). The result is that only young people without a family are ready to 
work with NGOs for a while (Interview with Okasakiラ Friendsof the Earth 10.10.2002). 
Moreover this kind of public support seems to be limited to those which are said to be 
cooperative with the goveロnnent.Organisations like Greenpeace Japan訂econsidered to be 
too radical to gain any support (Interview Masashi Kimura， Green Peace Japan 7.10.2002). 
Another reason why mobilizing resources seems to be difficult for Japanese NGOs is that 
they do not rely on local networks. About 70% of the environmental groups in Japan are 
locally basedラbutsince motivation to become engaged in environmental issues mostly derives 
from being directed affected， these groups do not have organizational ties with the big 
national NGOs. WWF and Yacho no kai are the exception. 
In comparison German NGOs enjoy more favorable conditions for securing resoぽ ces:
supported by a long tradition of civil engagement in associations， membership is higher 
guaranteeing stable income from membership fees. Moreoverラdonatinghas a strong tradition 
and is encouraged by the taxation system which offers tax reduction for those who donate to 
non田profit田organisations.Greenpeace Germany for instance reports 90% of its income is from 
donations. Besides direct incomeラ NGOs in Germany enj oy income for research proj ects 
conducted for governmental agenciesぅpublicsubsidies and access to supplementary staff by 
indirect state support. Under state programs to fight unemployment NGOs have been allowed 
to apply for additional staff whose salary is subsidized by the government. MoreoverラNGOs
訂eaccepted to receive young men who have been applied to serve in the civil sector instead 
of doing military service (Zivildienst). These yo立ngmen are said to be highly engaged and a 
valuable workforce. Last but not least， the vertical integration of NGOsラ i.e.the reliance of 
national NGOs like NABU or Greenpeace on local groups offers a rich reservoir of resource 
mobilisation capacity. 
3.2 Non-material resources: Information and Suppo凶
Material resources like mentioned above may be supplemented or even compensated by non圃
material resources like involvement in information exchange， solidarity， and support. 
Access to information is important， because the diversity of information sources is crucial for 
the professionalisation of NGOs and an important precondition for participation. Moreover 
information exchange besides of its function of knowledge diffusion serves as an important 
step towards co圃operation.Solid紅ityand support between actors in the policy-making 
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process is regarded to be important for consensus building. Moreover supportive relations 
provide sources of influence and broaden opportunities for mobilisation. 
四 Informationas a resource 
In order to get information about the degree NGOs are integrated into information exchange 
出nongthe inf1uential actors in the national policy四makingnetworkラ wehave asked 
representatives of NGOsラ interestgroups， governmentラ andresearch institutes in Germany 
with whom they exchange information. As a result， we can find a broad range of 
organisations involved in information exchangeラ includingthree big research institutesラthe
Social Democratic PartyラandGreenpeaceラbutno business associations. (Foljanty-Jost 2004: 
130). The data indicates that 31.87% of al actors exchange information with NGOs， while 
290/0 mention NGOs as an important information source. We therefore may conclude that 
NGOs in Germany are well integrated in information exchange with the environmental 
related institutions of the administration and interest groups. However what is instresting is 
that NGOs have their highest density of exchange relations with other NGOs. 
The acceptance of NGOs as valuable qualified information sources is also demonstrated 
by the fact that an increasing number of cases訂ereported where the environment 
administration has paid NGOs for expert knowledge (SRU 1996:233). The integration of 
NGOs into information network is supported by the Green Party in the coalition goveロrment
since 1998. Since some leading members of the federal environmental administration and 
environment related commissions of the diet are formerly members of environmental think 
t紅1ksor NGO staff， the informal information network has improved under the reιgreen 
coalition. Weidner (1996: 198) supposes that no other country has more leading positions in 
the environmental administration held by former environmentalists than Germany. 
Information flows areおrthermoresupporterd by the existence of an environmental publishing 
community. Since the 1980ies environmental joumals haben eine Auflage von (have an 
edition of … copies) more than 4 Mio・ラ most of the daily newspapers and broadcasting 
stations rely on envifonmental experts for environmental reporting. This well developed 
information net has been considered to support NGOs in information difおsion.(Janicke， 
Kunigラ Stizel1999:37). We therefore may conclude that NGOs in Germany are well 
integrated in the national environment related information network. Integration allows them 
to compensate weak resources. 
The only comparable empirical data for J apan are企om1997 (Tsujinaka 1997). They indicate 
that in J apan no N GOs紅eamong the ten most frequently named as information exchange 
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P訂tners.In contrast to Germany， where the information network is pluralisticラ inJapan the 
core of the information exchange network consists mainly of administration， Keidanren and 
the big national newspapers. However our interviews with respresentatives of NGOs indicate 
出atwith the exception of Greenpeace Japan al NGOs rely on good relations with the 
newspapers. With the exception of Greenpeace J apan which complained about unfair 
behandlung (treatment， handling， approach) by the mass media， especially the daily 
newspapers are said to contact NGO to gain information， even though environment related 
news are highly depending on the given journalist. Examples of supportive reporting of Asahi 
and Yomiuri Newpaper indicate that Japanese NGOs紅eable to compensate low resources by 
employing newspapers to promote green positions and difおseinformationぅ butunlike 
German N GOs they do not have broad access to information sources in government， business， 
or think tanks. 
圃 Supportas a resource 
Besides information exchange for NGOs a crucial point for gaining influence might be 
whether they gain support from other organisations of the network. Supportive relations offer 
opportunities for joint activitiesう mobilisation effortsラ cooperationin campaigns and so on. 
Supportive relations with other actors may enrich the manpower of NGOs thereby 
compensating small professional staff. The pa抗emof mutual s江pportin the network moreover 
indicates the degree to which N GOsぽeintegrated into the network. 
In Japan empirical research from 1997 indicates that NGO are rather isolated from 
cooperation and support (Tsujinaka 1997:4). The share of organisations which support NGOs 
is low compared with Germany (Foljanty-Jost 2004: ). Among the ten organisations most 
frequently named in Japan訂eseven departments of ministries in ch紅geof environmental 
policyラbutno political parties in parliament and no NGOs. This co汀espondsto the data from 
infomation exchange according to which political parties do not play any significant roleラ
neither the ruling parties nor the opposition even though NGOs consider the Democratic Party 
(Minshuto)， the Communist Party and the Komeito as open to environment issues. Especially 
the Democratic Party is regarded as supportive for environmental concems. All organisations 
we have interviewed denied to have supportive relations to special political parties， but 
insisted that only individual contacts between diet members and their organisation exist. 
In contrast in Germany N GOs e吋oysupport from governmental institutions as well as 
from other NGOs and even business. NGOs nぉnethe highest number of supportive relations 
among the actors of the network (Foljanty-Jost 2004: ). Their support is rather e中laly
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distributed between the environmental administrationラrese訂chinstitutes and the other interest 
groups， but the strongest support relations we can find between the NGOs themselves. The 
紅gumentis supported by case studies conceming the decision making process on the 
introduction of the eco圃tax(Krebs and Reich 1998/ 1999). They demonstrate the openness of 
the network in teロnsof coalition building. In order to promote the introduction， Greenpeace 
has co・operatedwith one of the 1訂gestlabour unions for public services (OTV)ヲtheGreen 
Party co-operated with the union for those employed in construction， agriculture and 
environment services (IG BAU). BUND was supported by the Association of Junior 
lndustrialists (BJU) in the case of the eco-tax introduction， but joined forces with the 
humanitarian organisation of the Catholic Church Misereor in the case of exploring a concept 
for sustainable Germany. Coalitions like these imply an increase in mobilization opportunity. 
German NGOs have compensated their relative weakness by coalitions with research 
institutes and interest groups. There are cases of cooperation between big NGOs and business， 
where N GOs serve as advisors in eco・campaigns，or cooperate in in田firmenvironmental 
assessm'ent (Weidner 1996: 206). Labour unions as influential interest groups have joined 
hands with NGOs in the case of the introduction of the eco-tax. The German Institute for 
Economic Research (DIW) has prepared an influential survey on the eco-tax for Greenpeace. 
Combining data conceming information exchange and support may lead us to the 
argument that the German NGOs are not only betler off in terms of moneyラ staff，and 
membership， but even may supplement these resources because of access to information and 
support. Due to the relative openess ofthe environmental policy-making network， NGOs are 
well integrated with a high involvement in cooperative relations with other NGOs as well 
with other interest groups and the administration. In contrast Japanese NGOs are less well off 
in terms of material resources available. Their opportunities to compensate weak resources 
are extremely limited. They are less integrated in information exchange networks and 叫oy
less supportive relations with other actors than German NGOs. While the low level of 
cooperation with other actors of the network corresponds to the image of Japanese NGOs to 
be marginalized in the policy圃makingprocess and therefore meets our expections， itis 
remarkable that information exchange and support among the NGOs is not well developed 
either. 
4 Opportunities to balance power structures 
The structure of political opportunities refers to the conditions in the political system 
which either facilitate or inhibit civil engagement. Legal provisions for civil engagement 
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shape the chances， citizens have to raise voice in policy-making under equal conditions Civil 
society tradition will determine the range of legitimate forms of participation in a given 
soclety. 
4.1 Legal provisions 
Both countries have experienced the rise of environmental associations already before the w訂.
Early associations for nature protection and wild life preservation were formed as ear1y as the 
late 19th century. In Germany these groups from the beginning enjoyed pub1ic supportラslnce
白efreedom of association was broadly accepted under the Civil Code. In contrast in Japan 
those associations that were nonprofitラbutnot in the interest of the state were excluded from 
state peロnission(Pekkanen 2000: 116・117).
After the defeat in 1945 Germany as wel1 as J apan introduced the freedom of association 
article in their postwar constitutions. The basic idea of strengthe凶ngcivil society as 
precondition for democracy was similar in both countries， even though in principle in both 
countries means of direct democracy remained extremely 1imited to some defined cases only. 
Along with the institutionalization of environmental politics in both countries public hearings， 
public comments， and petitions have been introduced to provide opportunities for 
participation for environmental interests. On the local level referendums or Volksbegehren/ 
Volksentscheid constitute a form of direct democracy， even though their binding power varies. 
However what differs is the capacity of NGOs to employ these means of participation for 
raising voice. Capacity is shaped by legal provisions conceming the status of N GOs. Here we 
find stil big differences. 
204 
Table 4 Legal provisions concerning the activity ofNGOs 
Japan 
Basis: NPO law 1998ラrevised2001 
Object oflegal provisions: 12 defined types ofNGOs 
Minimal membership: 10 
Germany 
Constitution Art.9， Civil Code， legal provisions of countries. 
Broad scale of organisations with norトprofitstatus， not 
specified 
Minmimal membership: 7 
Application， registrationう andcontrol by local courtラ noApplicationラregistrationラandcontrol by ministry in charge of 
Requirements for registration: norトprofitラ norトpartisan，
political goals 
no I external control of activities 
Non-pro:fit status decided by bureaucracy 
Requirements for registration: no-profit， philan柱。phicラ
charitable， support of the community 
Non-profit sta印sdecided by local tax agency 
NGOs have to present report on finances and activities to I No reports required. Control only by membership 
ministry in ch訂geat latest 3 months before the end of fiscal year I Non-profit status企omfinance agency has to be renewed once 
for last and next ye訂. I inthree years. No external control of :finances required 
In the case of delay: withdrawal of registration possible 
Reports can be make open 
Since 2001 for tax exemption admission of local finance agency 
required for specific NGOs 
Only NGOs with large scope of activitiesラwith70% of income to 
be reinvested for philantrophic purposes， with no cooperation 
with other NGOs etc. are eligible for tax exemption 
Tax exemption for donars only 
N GOs have to pay taxes on income 
Non-profit organisations are totally exempted from tax皿paying
Exempted合omtax is income up to 30680ε 
Donations訂etax reductible according to the tax load of the 
donar. 
Until 1998 under the Civil code， Article 37 Japanese NGOs have had to meet strict 
問 uirementsin order to gain legal status， which were set by the ministry in charge. 
Application was linked with the requirement of a budget of up to 300 Mio. Yen and an in~ome 
of 30 Mio. Yen per year. Those who received approval were asked to report on their activities 
regulary to the ministry in charge. Most of the ENGOs refrained from applying out of 
financial and political reasons. Most of the traditionally local based groups could not afford 
the financial requirements. Moreover especially those who were in opposition to 
environmental policies of the gove口mmentwere not ready to become control1ed by the 
bureaucracy. The m司jorityof ENGOs therefore remained legal1y non-acむepted，only relying 
on pnvate engagement. 
In 1998 with the passage of the new Law to Promote Specified Nonprofit Acitivies (NPO 
law) for the五rsttime since more than 100 ye紅sthe conditions to receive legal status for 
NGOs improved. According to the explicit purpose of the law to promote civil engagementう
requirements for application have become a mere "formality“(Schwartz 2003: 208). Groups 
訂enot an戸noreSl内jectedto bureaucratic screening and are now allowed to operate without 
administrative guidedance. NGOs have to report on their activities and have to submit a plan 
for future activities， but financial requirements have been skipped. The procedure of approval 
has become more transparent and in 2001 donations企omindividuals have become deductible 
企omincome. It has become significantly easier for NGOs to gain legal status (Sato 2002: 5). 
This is why some observers are hopeful that the law will promote civil engagement in 
Japanese society by extending the opportunities to raise voice (Pekkanen 2000). However the 
big national NGOs remain sceptical. They agree that due to the new law it has become easier 
to gain legal status， thereby improving legitimization of the groups， but they complain that 
regulation conceming tax deductibility remain too rigorous. Groups do not expect an 
improvement of their financial resources due to the new legislation (Interview Hirata Kimiko， 
Climate Network). Recent reporting on the benefits of the NPO law support their sceptizism. 
Between 2001 and 2004 only 0ラ13%of the incorporated NGOs have been authorized by the 
taxation agency and only 67 NGOs have applied for authorization. The reason is that 
re弓uirementsfor authorization are stil too strict， the tax deduction limit for donations is set 
too high (Japan Times 2.12.2004). It therefore might be adequat to argue that the Japanese 
bureaucracy has stil reservations against strengthing the NPO sector (Vosse 2004: 166). 
In Germany under the Vereinsrecht， groups of at least 7 persons are eligibel to apply for 
admission as non-profit organisations at the local civil court. Here lies a big difference to 
Japan where responsibility for admission lies with the bureaucracy. German NGOs have to 
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meet formal requirements as well. For instance once that they have received recognition as 
"gemeinnutziger Verein“(NPO)ラtheyare obliged to report to the civil court in times when 
the new board has been elected by the general assembly. Howeverぅaslong as they conform 
with the constitution no extemal interference in their activities is possible. As long as the 
non-profit status is acceptedうtaxreduction for donations and exemption合omcorporate tax is 
granted. 
In comparison the history of public recognition of non-profit由organisationsis short in J apan， 
whi1e in former West Germany favorable legislation has supported the tradition of a vivid 
NGO community since many decades. Even though the legal企ameworkto enable NGOs to 
m北euse of participation rights has been improved in Japan since 1998ラregulationsare stil 
more favourable in Germany 也知inJ apan. Even after the latest revision of the J apanese NPO 
law legal requirements to act independently from govemmental interference and enjoy 
supportive tax exemption rules are more liberal in Germany than in Japan. 
4.2 Civil society tradition 
It has been argued that civil society tradition in Japan is short and is dating back only to the 
1990ies when volunteers started to become engaged in the activities to support local 
reconstruction after the earthquake of Kobe (1995). As a reason for the lack of civil society 
tradition， state repression has been mentioned as well as the ok釘niishiki of the Japanese 
people or their reliance on the rulers (SugimotoラHirono2004:63). Both arguments are 
employed to explain the lack of effective civic participation in Japanese society. What is 
refeηed to implicitly here is the small impact of citizens activities on national politics. 
This view ignores the long tradition of citizens engagement for politics even though not in 
any case "sucessful“like the ban-the四bomb-movement，the movement against the security 
treaty with the US or engagement in consumer cooperatives. Even though these movements 
did not institutionalize， they are part of a strong history of civil engagement on both the 
national and the local level since the 19th century (Yamaoka 1998). During the 1970ies 
participation Gumin sanka or shimin sanka) has been widely discussed as a basic precondition 
for local politics. Groups of citizens al over the country became active against pollution and 
until today it is the local levelヲ whereNGOs are an accepted part of the environmental 
n己twork.It has been the local level where referenda against the construction of nuclear power 
plants have been sucessfully initiated (Vosse 2004). 
What is different from the German pattem of civil engagement is that local citizens in Japan 
訂ewell engaged in the preservation of their local environment， but refrain from becoming 
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active on the nationallevel (Matsushita 1999: 142). According to our interviews big nationals 
NGOs themselves are not strongly motivated in building up strong supportive bonds with the 
local groupsラ becausethey focus on lobbying activities， but not on networking and direct 
action. Only WWF and Yacho no kai form coalitions. 
We therefore may sum up: the difference between both countries with regard to civil 
society tradition is not the existence of tradition per seヲbutdifferences in the structure of civil 
engagement and time of public recognition and introduction of supportive legal provisions. 
4.3 Policy style: Cooperation and Conflict 
An inclusive policy style in combination with aむ'aditionof consensus orientation is 
considered favourable for citizens to raise voice. Environmental policy issues are 
characterized by a high conflict potential， more often than not with strong contradictions 
between economic and green interests. This typical conf1ict constellation stil exists in both 
countries， even though changes are under the way. Both J apan and Germany have a long 
tradition in cooperative policy style and pa社emof corporatist policy-making. However while 
in Germany the co中oratistpattem of policy-making may be considered to be inclusiveラJapan
represents a selective form of co中oratismonly between bureaucracy and business 
associations. Opposition forces like labor unions traditional1y have been mostly excluded 
from the policy making process. Consensus building mostly included bureaucracy， the ruling 
party and business. The s創nepa社emseems to be true for environmental politics. Our data as 
well as qualitative research on environmental policy四makingin J apan (Schreurs 2002) 
indicate that NGOs are mostly excluded from cooperative relations， but企omconf1ict as wel1， 
even though some changes can be observed: administrative councils (shingi-kai) are an 
important institution of policy concertation in Japan， since this is the institution where 
members of interest groups， bureaucracy， science， and media discuss policiesヲexchangeviews， 
and give recommendations to the ministry in charge of. While the underrepresentation of 
labor unions in economy politics related administrative councils is wel1 known， in 
environmental politics， the number ofNGO representatives has increased during the 1990ies. 
However their inf1uence is considered to be stil small. Climate Network， that has a member 
in the Central Environment Council (chuo k初旬oshingi-I儲i)points outラthateven though 
NGO representatives are nowadays appointed as members to the councils the dominance of 
the bureaucracy has not changed (Interview Hirata Kimiko， Climate N etwork 9.10.2002). 
Since the environment ministrγis appointing the members， councils are said to suppo抗 the
view of the ministry only (Interview Katoラ Saburoラ EnvironmentEnlightment 10.10.2002ラ
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interview Aoyama Teiichi， Environmental administration reform Forum， 14.10.2002). 
Organisations that send a member to a counci1 have no illusion conceming their influence， but 
al of them stress that attending the councils meetings is crucial for gaining information and 
presenting views. This is the reasonラwhyactivists are hopeful that the appointment ofNGO 
representatives into environment related committees will improve chances of NGOs to 
influence public opinion. But while improvements are under way， due to the appointment 
procedure of council members by the ministry in charge of the council， the tendency to 
exclude critical voices like Greenpeace J apan from the councils remains strong . 
Tsujinaka (1999) has asked actors in the environmental policy-making network whom they 
consider as their opponent. The data does not reflect the typical conflict constellation between 
green interests and economic interests， nor any conflict at all. NGOs are not mentioned by any 
other actors as opponents. This could indicate a favorable environment for N GOsラ i.e.they 
are considered to be cooperative. However as mentioned before NGOs rarely enjoy 
cooperative relations with other actors in the fieldう nordoes it mean that they are part of 
information exchange relations. Since Greenpeace J apan is not mentioned as opponent by 
other actors either， even though the organisation is well known for its critical stance towards 
business and govemment， another interpretation could be that conflict potential is simply 
ignored. 
In Germany business associations are most企equentlynamed as being opponents by al 
interviewed organisations. Among the 10 national organisations that were named in our 
questionaire most企equentlyas opponents we find eight representatives of economic interests 
like the Association of German Electricity Suppliers (VDEW)， the Association of Lignite 
lndustries (Deutscher Braunkohlerトlndustrie-Verein)， Shell， British Petr叫eumand other 
organisations related to energy production. Among the political parties the Christ Democratic 
Party and the Liberal Party are namedラ butNGOs are not among the ten most合equently
named organizations. While the traditional conflict constellations stil exist， cooperation 
instead of coぱlicthas become the predominant form of interaction in the environment policy 
making network in Germany (Weidner 1999). Cooperation pa仕emhas not yet developed into 
eco-corporatismラ butis characterized by it' s highly developed network structure with 
cooperation in issue回relatedflexible coalitions and subnetworks. (Weidner 1999: 223・224).
While in both countries cooperative policy style exists， inGermany cooperation is more 
inclusive than in Japan offering better opportunites to NGOs to participate. 
What even worsens the opportunities is the fact that cooperation inside the Japanese NGO 
community is not well developed either. Among the big national N GOs only the big nature 
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conservation organisations (yacho no kai， WWF and Nihon shizen hogo kai) mentiort that 
they cooperate to a certain degree with each other. Greenpeace Japan and Friends of the Earth 
cooperate with international NGOs， but not with domestic groups. Even smal1 NGOs like 
Kankyo bumnei (Environment enlightment) do not strive for cooperation with other groups. 
Only the Climate Network is reporting cooperation with other groups. The predecessor 
Climate Forum (Kiko foramu) succeeded in gaining support from the Consumer Association 
Seikyo and organisations企omagriculture during the Kyoto process between 1996 and 1998 
(Nihon bengoshi rengokai 2001: 46-47). After its dissolution in 1998ラ cooperationbetween 
Climate network and Seikyo continued， because Seikyo is a member of Climate network， i.e. 
cooperation here have a different meaning. 
While there is no explicit conflict among the NGOs reportedラnostrong cooperation networks 
紅nongthem exist either. Lack of cooperation among the big national NGOs as well as 
between local NGOs and national NGOs implies that NGOs lack of means of compensating 
weak resources by coalition building and joint mobilization. The reasons are complex: as 
mentioned before national NGOs in Japan consider themselves as advocacy groups. They訂e
mostly based in Tokyo and adress most oftheir activities to the bureaucracy. That is why for 
them it m北esno sense to cooperate with local groups (Interview KatδSaburoラ K釘1kyo
bunmeiラ 10.10.2002，Hino Michioラ WWFJapan， 14.10.2002). They do not rely on local 
branches like for instance Green Peace Geロnanywith more than .. local branches and 
NABU with even 1500 branches al over the country. 
Another reason is said to be the fragmentation of issues. Climate Network is working on 
global Watτning issuesラtheydo not touch energy issues (Interview Hirata Kimikoぅ Climate
Networkラ9.10.2002).Division of labor between NGOs has disintegrative consequences: with 
regard to their goals NGOs consider themselves to be too different from each other to 
cooperate (Interview Okazaki Tokiharu FoEラ9.10.2002ラKimuraMasashiラGreenPeace Japanラ
7.10.2002). 
5. Outlook: Preconditions for Equal Access to the Political Process 
ln J apan and Germany as well as in other countries cItizens are calling for access to the 
environmental policy圃makingprocess. ln both countries environmental engagement started 
already before the war， but citizens raised voice in protest against environmental pol1ution 
mostly since the late 1960ies. Today they are no longer concerned only with their own living 
environmel'lt but with global issues as well. ln both countries the involvement of advocacy 
type NGO's as one actor besides government and business has become widely accepted. 
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NGOs from Germany and from Japan took p紅tin the recent climate conference in 
Johannesburg in 2002 indicating the official acceptance of civil actors in environmental 
politics. 
However in Japan as well as in Germany national NGOs are stiU weak in number and in 
resources compared with the powerful actors from business and administration. But while in 
Germany data indicate that they are an accepted actor in environmental policy田making，in 
Japan they stil meet uncomfortable conditions to raise voice in the environmental policy-
making process. 
Our‘comparison of the nature of the political systemラNGOs have to deal withうavaibility
of resourccesラandopportunities structures demonstrates that both， extemal as well as intemal 
factors are decisive for the differences in the capacity of N GOs to raise voice. 
External preconditions refer to the nature of the political system and opportunity structure. 
In both countries the basic legal provisions concerning political participation are not differing 
so much.羽市atdiffers is the capacity of NGOs in both countries to make use of the 
participation means. One reason is the delayed promulgation of legal provisions in favor of 
civil engagement. Japanese NGOs have met restrictive conditions to gain legal status until 
1998ヲwhilein Germany NGOs enjoy a long tradition of public support. Another reason might 
be the different nature of environmental policy making. In Germany the environmental 
policy圃makingnetwork is pluralistic with interest groups 企omchurches， labor， cultureラ and
businessラ non-govemmentalresearch institutesラ andbureaucratic institutions. Openness of 
input structures and a competitive party system increase the scope of various information 
sourcesラcoalitionsラandaltematives for NGOs. Information as well as support and cooperation 
may compensate weak financial resources and may serve for the professionalization ofNGOs. 
Japanese NGOs are rather isolated in the national policy-making network. Even though 
changes訂eongoing with regard to new forms of partnership between administration and 
N GOs and business and N GOsラaccordingto our data， their integration in the environmental 
policy皿makingnetwork is stil weak. The bipolar structure of the network and the lack of 
party competition is supporting an political environment which is stil not open to the 
discourse with citizens especially if they raise voice in protest. The exclusive policy style has 
allowed legal provisions， which have discouraged participation of green interests. 
Intemal preconditions to raise voice refer to the capacity of NGOs' community to act 
open and inclusive. Even if the nature of the political system is favourableラNGOs will have 
problems to succeed ifthey are not able to mobilize membership. Like mentioned above small 
membership of Japanese NGOs cannot be explained only by a lack of civil society tradition or 
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unfavourable legal provisions. In comparison a crucial point seems to be whether or not 
national NGOs are inclusive in teロnsof integrating local groups in出eiractivities. In Japan as 
well as in Germany the majority of citizens involved in environmental issues starts their 
activities on the local level. However only in Germany s仕onginstitutionalized ties between 
the national， regional， and the local level have developed and form the backbone of the big 
national NGOs in Germany today. Local branches constitute the ground for mobilizing 
membership. Members provide the organisations with money， knowledge and with political 
pressure since they are voters. While local br加 chesserve as basic units for recruitment， may 
offer local expertise， and closeness to the demands of the peopleラ theirnational“mother" 
organisation works for their interests at national level. Both supplement each other and allows 
a combination of advocacy actitivies and direct action and political influence by voting. 
Besides openness and integration among N GOsぅ inclusivenessmay also refer to the 
issues NGOs訂eengaged in. Responsiveness to local issues as well as to national and global 
issues improves attraction. Moreover openess is a precondition for coalition building and 
cooperation with other N GOs. Both is decisive for compensating weak ressources. 
To conclude: Availability of resources is of extreme importance for NGOs to participate 
as well as basic legal participation opportunities. But in order to qualifシasindependent 
professionals and to become an accepted part of the policy四makingprocess， cooperation， 
integrationラ andopenness are even more important. Openess and inclusiveness might be 
considered the most important framework condition for raising voice， since it shapes power 
relations in the societal discourse. And both紅 eimportant in the relation of NGOs with other 
actors in environmental politics as well as in the relation between NGOs themselves. 
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条約の附属書I締約国は、 2008年から 2012年までの5年間、各々決められた量にまで、 C02
やメタン (CH4)をはじめとする 6種類の温室効果ガス排出量を削減・抑制することになった也
































































































































































































いる D しかし、 1990年6月にはイギリスも 2005年までに C02、CH4等温室効果ガス排出量を
1990年レベノレに戻すことを国家目標として掲げ、同年 10月には、イギリスはその他の EC諸


































め、この提案は、 EU以外の留からは、「削減率が非現実的。 EU内でも 15%削減の見とおしが
たっていないのに なぜ他の国に 15%削減を求められるのかJ、iEUはどの国も同じ削減率を
主張しているのに、 EU内では削減率に差異があるではないかj などと批判された。 COP3で
は、 EUの議長国はイギリス、オランダ、ルクセンブルグの3カ毘共同で、非 EU先進留から
批判されながらも EU強硬路線を維持していた。しかし、排出量取引や森林の吸収源の話が急
激に進むにつれ 日本と同様、 EU内での調整に手間取るようになり、最終局面では EU内は
混乱した状態となった。議定書には、最終的には EUが主張していたよりも少ない削減率であ
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value 40)を有する機関のみを対象として図式化したものであるD つまり 40の機
関以上の組織と連関関係をもっ組織のみが示されているD
表 10・1 図に示されている組織の具体的な名称リスト(情報交換)
組織名 関係 組織名 関係 組織名 関係
網の 網の 1潤の
数 数 数
環境省地球環境課(G1) 16 連合通信(M8) 8 グリー ンファミリー 運動連合(N15) 5 
農林省環境農業課(G25) 3 ハンギョレ新聞(M81) 27 韓密資源、再生再活用協会(N23) 7 
外交通商省環境科学課(GS) 5 国民日報(M83) 26 韓国グリー ンクロス(N82) 6 
産業資源省資源、政策室(G14) 4 京郷新開(M84) 27 韓国環境政策評価研究院(T7) 6 
環境省自然保全局(G81) 27 MB C(M85) 15 対外経済政策研究院(T1) 4 
毎自経済新開(M2) 26 環境運動連合(N1) 1 全国経済人連合会(E1) 7 
東亜日報(M3) 8 経済正義実践連合(N7) 15 大韓商工会議所(E3) 7 
中央日報(M4) 20 環境保全協会(N9) 7 ハンナラ党(D5) 21 



















環境省地球環境課(G 474.21 11.76 
東亜日報(M3) 211.88 5.26 
毎日経済新聞(M2) 203.82 5.06 
環境省大気保全局(G 174.91 4.34 
2) 
外交通商省環境科学課 144.80 3.59 
(G8) 
韓国環境政策評価研究 121.11 3.00 
院(T7)
現代重工業(E3) 117.59 2.92 
ノ¥ンナラ党(D5) 99.19 2.46 
環境運動連合(N1) 84.74 2.10 















組織名 indegree outdegree Nindegree Noutdegree 
毎日経済新聞(M2) 22.00 64.00 34.38 100.00 
東亜日報(M3) 26.00 54.00 40.63 84.38 
中央日報(M4) 26.00 51.00 40.63 79.69 
ハンナラ党(D5) 27.00 48.00 40.19 75.00 
環境省地球環境課(G1) 45.00 47.00 70.31 73.44 
経済正義実践連合(N7) 9.00 46.00 14.06 71.88 
環境運動連合(N1) 24.00 40.00 37.50 62.50 
KB S(M6) 30.00 38.00 46.88 59.38 
韓国資源再生再活用協会(N 15.00 36.00 23.44 56.25 
23) 
韓国公害管理研修院(N8) 28.00 34.00 43.75 53.13 
韓国環境政策評価研究院(す 38.00 34.00 59.38 53.13 
グリーンファミリー運動連合 27.00 34.00 42.19 53.13 
(N15) 
外交通高省環境科学課(G8) 27.00 33.00 42.19 51.56 
農林省環境農業課(G25) 20.00 33.00 31.25 51.56 
大韓商工会議所(E3) 26.00 33.00 40.63 51.56 
国民会議(D1) 33.00 26.00 51.56 40.63 
環境省大気保全局(G2) 41.00 16.00 64.06 25.00 
環境省水質管理局(G4) 35.00 15.00 54.69 23.44 
全霞環境管理人連合会(N6) 32.00 7.00 50.00 10.94 
気象庁気象研究所(T3) 41.00 5.00 59.38 7.81 

















組織名 関係縄 組織名 関係網 組織名 関係網
の数 の数 の数
環境省地球環境課(G1) 3 毎日経済新開(M2) 10 緑色交通運動(N3) 1 
農林省環境農業課(G25) 2 文化日報(M82) 3 経済正義実践連合(N7) 3 
ハンナラ党(D5) 8 京郷新聞(M84) 11 環境保全協会(N9) 3 
LG製油(F84) 2 MB C(M85) 3 グリーンファミリー運動連合(N15) 3 








組織名 中間性 正規化した中間性(normalization 
(between) between) 
環境省地球環境課(G1) 1026.50 25.46 
毎日経済新聞(M2) 420.81 10.44 
環境省大気保全局(G2) 249.94 6.20 
外交通務省環境科学課(G8) 233.45 5.79 
全国経済人連合会(E1) 224.97 5.58 
グリーンファミリー運動連 217.02 5.38 
合(N15)
ハンナラ党(D5) 201.62 5.00 
農林省環境農業課(G25) 180.79 4.48 




















環境省地球環境課(G 3 中央日報(M4) 10 緑色消費者連帯(N18) 1 
環境省企画管理室(G 1 連合通信(M8) 10 韓国資源再生再活用協 1 
3) 会(N23)
産業資源省貿易協力 8 ハンギョレ新聞(M81) 9 市民環境研究所(N81) 2 
課(G1) 
気象庁応用企画課(G 2 国民日報(M83) 4 自民連(D3) 15 
21) 
農林省環境農業課(G 2 京郷新聞(M84) 25 ハンナラ党(D5) 1 
25) 
環境省自然保全局(G 1 MB C(M85) 2 全国経済人連合会(E1) 7 
81) 
毎日経済新開(M2) 4 全国環境管理人連合会 11 中小企業共同組合中央 4 
(N6) 会(E4)
東亜日報(M3) 12 環境保全協会(N9) 2 韓国電気公社協会(B1) 2 






組織名 中間性(between) 正規化した中間性(normalizationbetween) 
東華日報(M3) 451.95 11.21 
環境省地球環境課(G1) 292.22 7.25 
K B S(M6) 263.48 6.54 
中央日報(M4) 211.45 5.24 
自民連(D3) 158.32 3.93 
国民会議(D1) 144.80 3.60 
韓国環境政策評価研究院(T7) 144.44 3.58 









組織名 outdegree indegree Noutdegree Nindegree 
東亜日報(M3) 45 39 70.31 60.94 
自民連(D3) 41 18 64.06 28.13 
中央日報(M4) 40 37 65.50 57.81 
連合通信(M8) 40 26 62.50 40.63 
ハンナラ党(D5) 39 22 60.94 34.38 
K B S (M6) 38 41 59.38 64.06 
農林省環境農業課(G 34 14 53.13 21.88 
25) 
環境省地球環境課(G 30 44 46.88 68.75 
環境省大気保全局(G 16 39 25.00 60.94 
2) 
国民会議(D1) 18 38 28.13 59.38 
全国環境管理人連合 14 39 21.88 60.94 
会(N6)
産業公害研究所(N 16 32 25.00 50.00 
13) 
















































Pappi， Broadbent， and Tsujinaka 1996)、「イッシューネットワークJ(Heclo 1978)、「政策コミ
ュニテイJ(Kingdon 1995)、「政策独占体J(Baumgartner and Jones 1993)、「アドボカシーネット
























































































毘体数は 160に減り、インタビュー(ワシントン D.C.地域)および郵送調査(ワシントン D.C以
外の地域対象)によって由収された調査事例数は、最終的に 60となった。これは当初リストアッ








る選出数 (NI%)* (NI%) 
政治家 38 21.0% 8 13.3% 
行政機関付 64 35.4% 12 20.0% 
環境NGO 14 7.7% 12 20.0% 
産業利益団体 28 15.5% 19 31.7% 
シンクタンク 22 12.1% 8 13.3% 
企業 6 8.3% 1 1.7% 
メディア 9 5.0% 。 0.0% 
















実数 比率(弘) 比率(%) 比率(%)
政党他 32 21.5 4 10.3 s 5.2 
政府官庁 50[14J 33.6[9.4] 12 30.8 23 20.2 [ホワイトハウス]
審議会
[地方政府] [9] 6 2 5.1 3 2.6 
NGOその他 12 8.1 4 10.3 27 23.7 
産業利益団体* 20 13.4 8 20.5 23 20.2 
シンクタンク 1 7.4 3 7.7 13 11.4 
大企業 6 4 2.6 1 9.6 
マスメヂィア 9 6 5 12.8 8 7 
合計 149 100 39 100 114 100 
*ここでf産業利益団体jとは、経済・業種別団体、労働組合、専門家団体等の生産者自体を指す





2割、 NGO以外の利益団体が 1割強と続く。呂本では、政府官庁 3割、ついで経済的な利益団体








37.1 12.8 47.8 
32.5 25 42.2 
26.3 23.9 56.7 
30 10.6 69.4 






政党および議員組織 29.1 15.72 34.54 
ホワイ初、ウス 37.3 一 一
政組織府官庁および政府
18.9 19.4 29.27 
審私議的会諮お問よ機び関 一 25.63 27.21 
環境NGO 25.8 8.06 20.581 
産業利益団体 19 14.23 15.82 
シンクタンク 16 12.58 24.451 
企業 一 13.11 16.9 
メディア 一 21.95 46.69 
国際NGO 一 14.44 22.4 
国際機関 30.3 22.86 31.8 
(単純)平均値 25.2 16.8 27 
資料:U S -G E P 0 N Q .22 J -G E P 0 N Q .24 K -G E P 0 N Q .24 













て非常に影響力があるとされた。例えば、環境保護庁 (EP A)及びEPA長官、 EPAの政策企
画評価局、大気および放射線局、大気計画局などは非常に高い影響評点をマークした。また、エネ
ルギー雀や国務省、あるいは国務省の中でも、地球問題局といった特定の部局も影響力が高いとさ













のは、国際機関(レフリー2位、相互 2位。以下両様)、審議会 (6位、 l位)、メディア (2位、 3
位)、政府官庁 (8位、 4位)の 4つであり、他の組織、例えば、産業利益団体や政党は一方で高く
とも他方では平均を下回っている。環境 NGOや企業は両調査ともにおいて低い。









































専門家レフェリー(注) 全調査参加湿体 環境NGO 産業利益団体む
産業利益団体: 産業利益団体: 産業利益団体: 産業利益団体:
1. 地球気候連合 1. 地球気候連合(1.58) 1. 地球気候連合 1. 全米製造業連合
(16) 2. 全米石油機関(1.50) (2.16) (2.10) 
2. 全米石油機関 3. 化学工業連合(1.38) 2. 国際関工会議所 2. 地球気候連合
(15) (2.08) (1.94) 
3. 全米自動車工業会 3. 全米石油機関 3. 化学工業連合
(15) (1.41) (1.94) 
環境NGO 環境NGO 環境NGO 環境NGO
1. 環境防衛基金 1. 環境防衛基金 (2.23) 1. 環境防衛基金 1. 環境防衛基金
(21) 2. 自然資源防衛評議会 (2.83) (2.31) 
2. 自然資源防衛評議 (2.06) 2. 世界野生生物基金 2. 自然資源防衛評議会
会 (20) 3. 註界資源研究所 (2.75) (2.31) 















































し得ると感じているのだと思われる。この 2つは会員数において全米で 1位と 2位の環境保護団体















































































無額心であり、 19団体のうち 2つしかなんらかの行動をとらなかったD この相違は多くのことを物
語っている。彼らにとってアジエンダ 21は脅威でもなく新たな投資機会を提供するものではない
ので、具体的な重要性は希薄である。それに対して、環境団体にとっては推進するに値する重要な






















1 66.7 I 73.7 I _ ~3.6 I 81.0 HH>>93id.J 71.4 
炭素税の導入 I 25.0 I日出HH)H~~:.lZ] ._54.5 I 61.9 I 60.0 I 71.4 
途上国への援助 I 50.0j 4.2.1 J_~5.5 I 52.4 I 33.3 I __. 42.9 
25.0 I 10.5 J _Q3.6 I 66.7 I/Y1?aO¥o:l 35.7 
41.7 I 26.3 I 45.5 I 42.9 I 60.0 I 71.4 
途上国への技術移転松山日同ftl 15.8 I 36.4 I 52.4 I 33.3 I 35.7 
k< :/~$i3d 10.6 I 27.3 (/~)>)}$2A:t三三日:.:告税制 57.1 
:不在任L 1_0.5J<uy<ai:s.HI 33.3 IUU7ri31~T 14.3 
j>~/:. $l判 21.1 I 36.4 I 33.3 [)自主傾注:J 14.3 
50.0 I 47.4 I 63.6 f:日三鍋ヨ:T<UnHasト7U 64.3 
電気事業の規制緩和 I 33.3 H~丸山<//1$.吋 54.5 I 71.4 I 40.0 


































米国 日本 韓毘 米国 日本 韓国
1.協力団体 (91.7) 54.5 33.3 1.連邦政府 (68.4) 90.5 64.3 
国 2.連邦政府 (75) 81.8 53.3 2学者・専門家 (47.4) 38.1 50 
肉 3.学者・専門家 (58.3) 27.3 66.7 3.協力団体 (47.4) 9.5 21.4 
4.専門誌 (50) 9.1 40 4.組織の会員 (36.8) 42.9 。
5.専門誌 (36.5) 38.1 71.4 
1.協力団体 83.3) 81.8 86.7 1.外国政府 (42.1) 4.8 一
海 2.専門誌 (58.3) 一 33.3 2.学者・専門家 (36.8 23.8 35.7 
外 3.学者・専門家 (50) 45.5 26.7 3.協力団体 (36.8) 38.1 21.4 































































1 (e.g. Grubb 1999; Oberthur‘1999; Hempel 2000) 
2 (Rosenbaum 1998: 334・364)
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まず 88年 9月から 10月にかけて、自民党環境部会という場で、関係省庁にとアリング
が行われた。対象となったのは、外務、通産、気象庁、海上保安庁、科学技術庁、農水省、
文部省、大蔵省、厚生省。内容は、地球環境問題に関するこれまでの取り組み事例の紹介

















































































な2段階で進めるとしている。①国民一人当たりの C02排出量を 2000年に概ね 1990年水
J準 t炭素換算 2.5t)で安定化、②新エネルギー、 G02画定化等の革新約技術開発などが現
280 
在予測される以上に進むことを条件にC02排出総量が2000年以降概ね1990年水準〈約3.1 t)
で安定化するよう努める Cr週刊エネルギーと環境J.No. 1126)0 
1.1.2争点の推移
この決着の内容をどう評価できるか。もういちど、環境庁と通産省の両者の主張を振り
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19前出、桃井氏へのヒアリング



















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































結局、 8月 27日に関かれた自民党地球環境問題特別委員会において、 9月からナイロピ
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ともあれ同懇談会は、第 1回会合 (2月 3日)で当面の活動目標を環境基本法の制定に置
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ープJ~レグァイアサンJ 第 17 号、 1995、 7-29 頁:黒田三郎『永田町本日も反省の色なしJ
























































































































































































































かし、 98年の参議院選挙の結果(選挙区・比例区いずれも 0) とその後の党の解散という
経緯を見る限り、この争点の提示は政党システムにおける対立軸の形成、および有権者へ
のアピール両面において、イデオロギー的差別化に成功しているとは思われない。













































































































































提出するとの態度を示した410 そして細川内閣は、先の 3月 12日に宮沢内閣が閣議決定し
た法案に、衆議院で追加された第 10条 (6月 5日を環境の日とすることを規定)および参
議院で追加された第40条(国および地方公共団体が環境保全で相協力することを規定)を
加えたものを、環境基本法案として 9月24日に閣議決定、第 128盟会に提出した。法案は
10月 13日に衆議院環境委員会に付託、 10月 26日には採決が行われ、全会一致で可決、
10月26臼には衆議院本会議でも全会一致で可決され、参議院に送付された。法案は 10月








40 W官報・号外:第 127国会衆議院会議録第5号』、平成5年8月25日、 14真。
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難色を示し、社会民主党が提示した解決策とは別の独自案を検討していたが、最終的には
独自案を見送って社会民主党の解決案を受け入れる方針を留め、与党 3党は 1995年 6月
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いくことになる。例えば、 88年 11月2日、環境庁大気保全局の f地球温暖化問題に関する
検討会Jが第 1回中間報告を行政府として初めてまとめたが、これは 88年 11F.l 9日から



































また、 6月218には、自民党環境部会の不に設置していた f地球環境)問題小委員会j を政
務調査会直属の f地球環境問題特別委員会Jに昇格させた〈向上)。


















































































民一人当たりの C02排出量ー を 20QJ0年!こ概ね 19.90年水準(炭素換算 2.5t)で安定化、②
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その関、 IPCCの中では科学的知見が徐々にまとまり、 1990年8月に公表された IPCC第I
E評価報告書では、特段の対策が取られない場合、 C02等の排出量が大幅に増加し、全地球の




先進国ではエネルギー部門からの C02排出量を、 2005年までに少なくとも 200/0減少させられ
るだけの技術が存在することなど、四CC報告書の知見を再確認した上で、 1992年の署名を目
指して、条約及びそれに関する法的措置についての交渉が蜜ちに始められるべきであると勧告
されたD その勧告を受け、 1991年から本格的な条約交渉が始まった。
この交渉は、大変難航した。気候変動問題に関する議論にはさまざまな側面があり、各側面
231 
